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pipeline left the Co-gen site, it followed an old Weyerhauser log truck roﬂd (about 10 Ir.ules) pastthe . IND136-1 Comment noted.

town of Keno.

I-was working with the bending engineer and we were respons1ble for shootmg inand calctﬂa’tmg over
bands, sags, left, and right tuins for the pipeline. Some, but not all, of this work was donc beforc the.
ditch was evar dng

Onumommg we were instructed to go out to the Weyerk road, to a susp } Native American
" burial site that was due to be slowly excavated with a rubsber tired backhoe instead of a tracked,
relatively high production, excavator. We were told that there might be possible burial sites and/or other
: archaeological findings since this arca was fairly closs 1o the banks of the Klamath River. We were told
R that we should be respectﬁ:l and dignified in anything that we we saw and did. 55

] - We were also told to avert our eyes if anything culturally sénsitive appe_a:ed. This particular iﬁstructiou 5
alone made me, more than ever, want o see everything that was within view.

The excavation proceeded very carcﬁ.llly and slowdly, as it always does when you are potholing or
trying to Jocate a utility or other specific buried item. About a half hour into the.task, the rubber tired
backhoe made a gentie pass and brovght up a bone about 15 to 13 inches long.

Almost immediately, it was like the scene out of an old Westetn movie, excep‘t instead of pulling out six
* shooters, people pulled out their cell phones, The crew foreman, the inspector, the gnvironmental
.. inspector, the tribal moniter, the arcluzologist and the owner‘s zepresentative all made phone calls. All
productive work stopped instantly.

* In the next few days, we (bending engineer crew) made several trips to the 3t a3 the higher-ups tried

" to decide what to-do. I will not discuss some of the things that we saw becauge they are culturally
sefisitive. However, | did not se¢ any ihappropriate behaviors ot actions in regard to this site. What1
saw was an extensivo ¢ffort to correct, mitigate, and resolve the situation in a respectiul, dignified
manner satisfactory to cveryone,

Initially, the owner and confractor attempted to bore underneath the site. This.did not work because
after encountering 8 feet of topsoil (along the Klamath River) the bedrock was too hard to bore

through. ] was told that this-effort alone cost $50,000. I actually watched the boring hine trying {0
glam throagh the hard rock. In the end, the pipeline along the road was bent to do a sort of semi-circle
around the site with a concrete wall in b I know thist se our crew shot in the potential

bends o the first day: I do not know what the final cost was.

All of the above anccdatal examples are given to show what happens toutinely or seml-mutmely oha
i large pipeline project. T conld give dozens and dozens of more examples of how pipeline emplayess
| blems, mitigate ci and tiy t0.de the right thing. This is just part of a pipeline
g praject, When changing and unforeseen situations are encountered, they gre dealt with in a appmpmte
manner. .

In swnmary, it is.my opinior,as a resident of K]amaﬂ-l Cuunty and the state of Oregon, that the DEIS
inore than adequately addresses environmental concerns about the Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector
" projecis, Any potential identified or umdenhﬁed problems will be dealt with by the regulating
amhunhes, OWIEFS, OF contracmrs

. IND1381
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Stacey McLaughlin, Myrtle Creek, OR

IND137-1

IND137-2

The effects of the Project on forests and other vegetation are
discussed in section 4.5.1.2. The watersheds crossed by the project
include more than 2 million acres but the Project would impact a
very small percent of any watershed, see table 4.14.3-1. The
percent of a watershed impacted is on only one of several measures
that are considered in the analysis.

See the response to IND1-3.
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IND137-3  See the response to IND1-3.

IND137-4 The effects of the Project on forests and other vegetation
communities are discussed in section 4.5. The watersheds crossed
by the Project include more than 2 million acres but a very small
percent of any watershed would be impacted. See table 4.14.3-1.
The percent of a watershed impacted is only one of several
measures that are considered in the analysis.

W-813 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150129-5011 FERC PDF (Unofficial] 1/28/2015 5:31:19 PM IND137 Continued, page 4 of 22

IND137-5 The Project's Biological Assessment (BA) contains an EFH

shrubs and grasslands. Almost 43 miles of the pipeline will traverse through late

successional reserve - old growth trees causing the harvest of 1,712 acres of ancient assessment, which was d6V6|0p6d in Compliance with the federal
forestlands 1,237 acres of or trees and the permanent removal of 545 acres of f - -

Ao e e S T regulations and will be reviewed by the FWS, NOAA, and COE.
The Jordon Cove project will result In almost 38 acres of wetlands being permanently IND137-6  The cumulative effects assessment can be found in section 4.14 of
affected, with the removal of more than 182 acres of upland vegetation, including 69 acres the DEIS

of forest and 113 acres of shrubs and ﬂr.nsldrld\ Appmxlmate]y 178 species of !

amphibian, reptiles, birds and bi on the North Spit

near the proposed lurdon Cove terminal. Ommﬂ, 4 7 amphibians and r\eghleg, 278

Pu( l)"{ Corme(:tur Gas Plpei'me

Nine mammals including seven whale species, five birds, and five ﬂll‘l"lhlblal‘l't and
reptiles, one invertebrate and six fish that are listed as thr d or endangered
species under the Endangered Species Act are exposed and jeopardized by the
project; including the marbled murrelet and northern spotted owl, vernal pool fairy

shrimp, and five fish species including the green sturgeon and coho salmon.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement [ DEIS) released in November 2014, dismisses
aII of tluq Iay qtanng, 't.'li‘s Qrogt will r\esul'.‘: in some I.‘ﬂuted adverse environmental

."eve.'s with the ilnp."emenmu‘on of rJ:e app.l.‘cams pr , : itigatie es."”

Of particular interest to the Army Corps of Engineers needs to be Subpart | of the Essential
Fish Hahitat (EFH) Regulations. The EFH defines adverse effect as any impact that reduces
quality and/or quantity of EFH. Adverse effects may include direct or indirect physical, IND137-5
chemical ar hiological alterations of waters or substrate and loss af, or injury te benthic
arganisms, prey species and their habitat, and other ecosystem components, if such
maodifications reduce the quality and/or quantity of EFH. Adverse effects to EFH may result
from actions occurring within EFH or outside of EFH and may include site specific or habitat-
wide impacts, including individual cumulative or synergistic consequences of actions.

Subpart | further defines, healthy ecosystem as an ecosystem where ecological productive
capacity is maintained, diversity of the flora and fauna is preserved and the ecosystem retains
the ability to regulate itself.

Subpart ] also addresses “non-fishing related activities that may adversely affect EFH.
Activities include but are not limited to: dredging, filling, excavation, mining, impoundment,
discharge, water diversions, thermal odditions, actions that contribute to non-point source
pollution and sedimentation, introduction of potentially hazardous materials, introduction of
exotic species, and the conversion of aguatic habitat that may efiminate, diminish, or disrupt
the functions of the EFH. For each activity, there must be listed a description of the known

and potential adverse effects to EFH,

Subpart | states, “There must also be a lative impact lvsis. Ci lative impacts

are impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of an action '“Eo‘:"t-"“
Stacey McLaughlin/NWP-2012-441 January 11, 2015 2
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when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant actions
takin !

place over a period of time and should analyze how the cumulative impacts influence
the function of EFH on an ecosystern or watershed scale. An assessment of the cumulative and
synergistic effects of multiple threats, including the effects of natural stresses (such as storm
damage or climate-based environmental shifts) and an assessment of the ecological risks
resulting from the impact of those threats on EFH, also is to be included. The information
submitted by the applicant does not address cumulative impacts.

Noticeably the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant are inadequate given that
many are not even known. Neither FERC nor the Army Corps of Engineers or the applicant
has provided the Biological Assessment, (BA) which includes in part the EFH. FERC only
initiated consultations with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National
Marine Fisheries Service concurrently with the issuance of the Draft EIS; therefore, those
comments and concerns are also not known. The Army Corps of Engineers is premature
in its request for comment when essential information required for commentis not
available. The application submitted to the Army Corps of Engineers repeatedly
refers to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Resource Reports.!

FERC's suggestion that “this project will result in some limited adverse environmental
impacts, However, most of these impacts would be reduced to Jgss-than-significant
levels with the implementation of the applicants proposed mitigation measures.”

is thoughtless and careless and categorically incorrect since all of the environmental
impacts to this project are not yet even known because studies { Example Biological
Assessment) are not completed. These facts demand that the Army Corps of Engineers
determine that this application is incomplete and deny the permit request, especially as it
pertains to the EFH.

Oregon's natural resources are not Jess-than-significant, This project has the potential to
harm our local population and devastate the global portrait of climate change. The release
of methane gas from [racking to secure the natural gas commodity for this project and its
intended export will affect climate change. This project will contribute to the warming of
our planet which over the long term has the negative impact on our oceans, rivers and
mammals and fishes to the point of extinction. Denying the permit application is the only
plausible mitigation measure, No permitting agency is adequately connecting the dots
when it comes to these long-term adverse impacts as is required by the Army Corps of
Engineers when applying the requirements of Subpart | of the EFH. Global warming is a
result of fossil fuel use and contemporary extraction methods; there is no scientific doubt
of its consequences on mammals, fishes and oceans and rivers and streams. This must be
accounted for and addressed when evaluating this permit application.

The Army Corps of Engineers is charged with maintaining healthy ecosystems as it
pertains to the Essential Fish Habitat Regulations, along with a fiduciary and moral

t TISACE Permit Application Introduction and Section 1.4 Endangered Species Act
(ESA Compliance)

Stacey MeLaughlin/NWP-2012-441 January 11, 2015 3

IND137

Continued, page 5 of 22

MDA
cont

MD137-T

IND3T-8

IND13T7-5

IND137-7

IND137-8

IND137-9

The BA and EFH are being developed and will be released to the
FWS, NOAA, and COE for review. There is no statute in the ESA
that required the BA to be released in conjunction with a DEIS.
The NOAA declined the FERC's offer to be a cooperating agency;
however, they will be reviewing the DEIS, and may provide the
cooperating agencies with comments on the DEIS.

The Project is in the DEIS stage. The DEIS does not state that the
analysis is complete or that any conclusions are final. Nor has the
COE made any finding about the permit.

This documents an appeal of a 2009 Douglas County land use
decision filed in March 2014. It is not a comment on the DEIS.
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NOTICE OF REVIEW
Appeal of a decision regarding land use matters pursuant to Section 2.500 of the
Douglas County Land Use and Development Ordinance
Date: March 31, 2014

Submitted by: John Clarke, 1102 Twin Oaks Lane, Winston, OR 97496
Richard Chasm, 730 Hoover Hill Road, Winston, OR 97496
Stacey McLaughlin, 799 Glory Lane, Myrtle Creck, OR 97457

A.  Decision Sought to be Reviewed
request for a MAJOR AMENDMENT to a previously approved Conditional Use Permit &

Utility Facility Necessary for Public Service (PD File No. 09-045); Planning Department File

No. 13-047.

B. Party Status: Petitioners were individually qualified as a party by the Douglas
County Planning Commission at a public hearing held on October 17, 2014, pursuant to
scction 2,200 of the Douglas County Land Use and Development Ordinance (LUDO).

fic Grounds ¢ d 1 L] 105
Planning Commission Action of March 20, 2014:
111, Findings on Procedural Issues

Al The 2009 Approval Has Been Extended

“The fact that Pacific Connector seeks to remave Condition af Approval #12
(limiting the authorization to “the import of natural gas only "} is not relevant to
whether the 2009 Approval remains valid. Permits may be extended fit is
determined that a change of conditions, for which the applicant was not responsible,
would prevent the applicant form commencing this operation within the original
time limitation.” LUDO 3.39.0300. That is what happened here. Nothing in the LUDO
prohibits the holder of a valid permit for when an extension has been approved from
alsa seeking either a minor amendment or a major amendment to the permit, as
authorized in LUDO 2.900.

Finally, this proceeding on Pacific Connector's request for a Major Amendment to PD
09-045 does not afford apponents an oppartunity to challenge extensions granted
on PD -09-045. In order to approve the Major Amendment, the Commission has
considered whether PD 09-045 has been duly ded, and the Com finds
that it has.

Petitioners are challenging and requesting review of the aforementioned findings on
procedural issues adopted by the Planning Commission on March 20, 2014, as follows:

1. “The fact that Pacific Connector seeks to remave Condition of Approval #12

(limiting the authorization to “the import of natural gas only”) is not relevant to
whether the 2009 Approval remains valid.”

Page 2

: Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, LP, Approval of a

IND137-10

IND137

Continued, page 8 of 22

IND137-10

The attached letter of appeal is applicable to the Douglas County
Land Use Development Ordinances, and the decisions made by
Douglas County. FERC does not have authority or jurisdiction
over this County's local decisions. Therefore, this comment letter
does not directly apply to the FERC process or this EIS.
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IND138-1 Vegetation clearing and construction within the watershed of a
il ﬁ;iif:i:::::,:’ff?;ﬁ:ﬁf’"’pm pipeline route for the water supply well would not negess_arily impa_q the_ well. Howe\{e_r,
; in its Groundwater Supply Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Pacific
SIS R B R ST R R M S Connector states that should it be determined after construction that
ik e it e i Bt o et R RS there has been an effect to groundwater supply (either yield or
the operation of my ranch. These entities are also vital for fire protection of these buildings. qua”ty), Pacific Connector would provide a temporary Supp|y of
I cannot understand the lack of logic that has chosen the propesed route for this pipeline with all the water, and if determined necessary, would replace the affected

major problems it will create for me and other landowners in the area when the alternative route over - s -
T e supply with a permanent water supply. Mitigation measures would
—— be coordinated with the individual landowner to meet the
landowner’s specific needs. In addition, during easement
negotiations the landowner can work with Pacific Connector on
siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance

between the pipeline and any springs or wells.
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IND139

IND139-1 This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

IND139-2 This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

IND139-3  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
e — IND139-4  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND139-5 This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

IND139-6  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

and Pipeline environmental impac
tribution to our clima
Climate Change [T

1 or
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s o e s T raine ool FOSE | IND1352 IND139-7  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
failed to consider these f LNG.
-ed Purpose and Need For
IND13S-3
IND133-4
er plant
o Fukushima Jap
nd. wWhat then?
t of eminent ¢ rom
NG terminal a
- IND138-5
A
srnative that reguires the pipeli
he s fety standards f[or
the Department c
d the impact IND123-6
1. Vere
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people die in rura
re an acceplable Lrade
Bl IND138.7
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and
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IND139-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND140-1 This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

IND140-2 This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

IND140-3  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
e o401 IND140-4  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND140-5 This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

IND140-6  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

and Pipeline environmental impac
tribution to our clima
Climate Change [T

1 or

cle climate char

: makbhane »f methans leaks unburned into
- o114 rocessing into LNG. T IND140-2 .
" e s T raine ool FOSE IND140-7  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
failed to consider these f LNG.
-ed Purpose and Need For
IND140-3
IND40-4
er plant
o Fukushima Jap
nd. wWhat then?
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NG terminal a
- IND140-5
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the Department c
d the impact IND140-6
1. Vere
f othe
people die in rura
re an acceplable Lrade
thelr IND140-7
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IND140-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND141-1 Comment noted.
IND141-2 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.

ovs Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
, discussed in section 4.7.
gathered. . -
, o ) IND141-3 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
The preject will clearcut a 100ft w e habitat
2 miles of publ ch has — on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
for imperi ne
Thar pericd of time For public input has % INERLEI=
acticn that would have such drastic results.

I have lived in this in Qregon, and ik is hard te imagine that our
g that would stroy this land and
o foreign counkries. No

his i
his that is no
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IND142-1 The BLM and Forest Service have not abandoned the LSR network.
Compensatory mitigation plans have been designed by the BLM
and Forest Service to ensure the objectives of the LSR network,
including connectivity, could continue to be met if the PCGP
project were approved and constructed (see section 2.1.4 and
appendices H and F of the DEIS).

IND142-2 The DEIS discloses the number of waterbodies that would be

crossed or impacts (see sections 4.4 and 4.6), as well as how much
attice forested habitats would be impacted (see section 4.5). The
R g cumulative effects of this project are addressed in section 4.14 of

human, effart of
perhuman, effort o otz the DEIS.
>r: en crossing

“or thet one IND142-3 In section 4.2.1.3 of the EIS, the Tsunami Hazard subsection
_ describes the tsunami barrier. This design would be also review by
o through DOGAM. It would be designed to withstand a peak crest tsunami
R Tl e o i e i . e ik e elevation of 60 feet. An analysis of the Project's design in relation

we value things that are rare and prec

IND142-1

# The cumula
reading this will b

sitling in an o

thern Orege You ge

e el bt et o e eree paraly to potential accidents, including earthquakes and tsunamis, is
included in section 4.13 of the EIS.

T IND142-4  The safety and reliability of the Project is addressed in section 4.13.
The potential for a terrorist attack along this Project is an
C —:”“1’(—”,{' :I(‘.‘H';v Such a long distance cannot be IND142-4 unknOWable faCtOr‘,

: pleass remember
ructed sea wall is
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Jill Whelchel, Glide, OR.
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and wild

IND42-1

IND143

Jill Whelchel, Glide, OR

IND143-1

See the response to IND1-5 for eminent domain. Seismic risks are
discussed in section 4.2.1.3. The risks of catastrophic events are
discussed in section 4.13. Also see the response to IND1-4.
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This filing is in protest of the route chosen by Pacific Connector for the pipeline for the Jordan Cove
natural gas exporting project.

Since the chosen route goes through my property it is of deep concern to me.

One (and only one) of my worries concerns the drainage system in my pastures. These fields are
reclaimed tidelands and the ground is very unstable. Logs keep coming to the surface that have been
buried for eons. This seems like a potentially dangerous area for a volatile substance to be conveyed.

Then there is the problem of drainage. That side of my property has several springs which are drained
out of the pasture via ditches. These ditches must be maintained by cleaning equipment regularly. If
this equipment is prohibited from crossing the pipeline my fields will rapidly become flooded and
useless at a great loss to me financially. Also in a short time this water buildup will affect Stock Slough
road and neighboring property.

All of this chaos could be avoided by Pacific Connector routing the pipeline over the Blue Ridge
alternative route which has been proven to be viable.

Jean Stalcup

| IND144-1

IND144-2

IND144-3

IND144

Jean Stalcup

IND144-1
IND144-2

IND144-3

Comment noted.

The applicant is required to repair all diches damaged during
construction. Normal farm equipment can drive over the pipeline.

Comment noted.
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IND145 Kyle Latta, Coos Bay, OR

IND145-1 Comment noted.

Jordan Cove

IND145-1
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IND146 Tim Huntley, Coos Bay, OR

IND146-1 Comment noted.
IND146-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2.

IND146-1
ations put
mininize
ntal r
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proper monitoring and reportin environmental img
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res mend that y at the ™Blus R
1 impact na #long Lhe IND126-2
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IND147-1 Comment noted.
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IND148 Tim Huntley, Coos Bay, OR

IND148-1 Comment noted.
IND148-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND149-1 Comment noted.
IND149-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND150-1 Comment noted.
IND150-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2.
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Thank you for the chance to comment on the Project. It is greatly
appreciated!

IND151-1

IND151-2

IND151-3

IND151-4

IND151-5

IND151-6

IND151-7

IND151-8

Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.
Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were discussed in
section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. See response to IND1-1.

The scope of the Project does not include drilling for natural gas; the
proposed action is the transportation of natural gas in a pipeline from
Malin to the Jordan Cove terminal in Coos County, where the natural
gas would be liquefied into LNG. Furthermore, exploration and
production of natural gas (i.e., drilling and processing natural gas) are
not activities regulated by the FERC.

Information has been added to the FEIS that addresses methane
leakage and the relative impact of natural gas compared to coal.

Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and
production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2, the FERC
does not regulate the exploration or production of natural gas. In fact,
fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the environmental impacts
associated with that activity will not be analyzed in our environmental
document. See response to IND1-3.

The potential for an earthquake or tsunami to occur at the proposed
LNG terminal site, and potential effects of an earthquake or tsunami
on the LNG terminal have been factored into our review and are
discussed in the EIS. Proposed design features as well as our
additional recommendations to address siting the LNG terminal at the
proposed location are included in section 4.13 of the EIS.

Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be in
the “public interest.” In fact, the Commission would make its finding
of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order. The EIS is
not a decision document. The Commission would issue its Order after
we have produced an FEIS.

The pipeline would be designed and constructed according to Class
Locations required by DOT regulations as described in section 4.13.9.1
of the EIS. The risk associated with construction and operation of the
proposed pipeline, and measures that would be implemented to reduce
that risk, are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS.

General effects on fish and other aquatic resources are discussed in
section 4.6.2. Effects on listed species, including salmon, are
presented in section 4.7.1.3.

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments on
the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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Comment noted.
The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND153-1 Comment noted.

IND153-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2.

IND153-1

IND153-2
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IND154-1 Comment noted.
IND154-2 The Blue Ridge alternatives are discussed in section 3.4.2.2.

agree with FERC O i A IND154-1
Regulations put
mininize
ntal r

follewing the
proper monitoring and reportin
T be

environmental img

Jordan Cove t nit mplete and vali

srmibbing t and the pr
ommend ; “Blus Ri .
ould impact
id route or B
line roubte.

W-851 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150202-5271 FERC PDF (Unofficial} 2/2/2015 4:27:14 PM IND155 Klmberly Payne, Coos Bay, OR

IND155-1 Comment noted.
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IND1SE-8
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IND156-8

IND156-10

IND156-11

IND156-12
IND158-13

IND56-14

IND156

James and Archina Davenport, Coos Bay, OR

IND156-1

IND156-2

IND156-3

IND156-4

IND156-5

IND156-6

IND156-7

IND156-8

IND156-9

IND156-10

IND156-11

IND156-12

IND156-13

IND156-14

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the less environmental
impact route is noted. Responses were developed for all substantive comments
submitted.
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IND156-15

IND156-16
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IND156-18
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IND156-22

IND156-23

IND156-24

IND156-25

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were
developed for all substantive comments submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were
developed for all substantive comments submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were
developed for all substantive comments submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were
developed for all substantive comments submitted.

Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were
developed for all substantive comments submitted.

Comment noted.
Comment noted.

Stream crossings are discussed in section 4.4.1.2. Note the
requirements for crossing plan (for both roads and the pipe) in
chapter 5.

Detailed design plans that include geotechnical evaluations would
be required prior to construction.

The applicant is required to repair all damage caused by
construction.

During easement negotiations with private landowners Pacific
Connector would identify exact locations of individual sewage
systems, water supply wells, etc., that have been previously
unidentified (for example on properties where survey permission
has been denied), and adjust the pipeline location within that
property if possible, or develop other measures (for example
installation of a replacement system), as needed to avoid permanent
damage to those systems.
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IND156-26 The risk associated with construction and operation of the proposed
pipeline and measures that would be implemented to reduce that
risk are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS.

|| A IND156-27 Comment noted.
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Att: Kimberly Bose, Secretary FERC
888 First St. NE, Room 1A

Washington DC 20426

SN2 By Crim-412
ST com- 483

To whom it may concern; Fﬂs&lavfs_.

This letter is in response to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s Draft
forlhcpmposed]mﬂanCoveLNGTmmmlandPlpehmTheCmadmumpmy

Veresen, is proposing to viaf hrough rugged Oregon terrain,
mdpu'ocessnata(?oosBay,Omgcnme mwllqmﬁodmturalgnswbeexpomdw
Asia.

We are extremely concerned for the public safety and environmental degradation,
Following are facts we are asking FERC to reconsider.

1. We vehemently request that FERC reconsider the impact of Fracking on the | IND157-1
environment and quality of living for the American public.

2. We ask that FERC reconsider the long term effects to our environment due to | IND1S7-2
climate change as outlined in the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
11-1-14 report.

3. We ask that FERC rewnslderﬂuampnc! to public health and safety in regards to I IND157-3
the 1g of methane via pipelines that are subject to leakage.

4. That FERC reconsider the pub]lc health and safety in regards to the proposed | IND157-4
location for the processing of LNG. Coos Bay, Oregon is in an earthquake and
tsunami zone.

5. That FERC reconsider the Human suffering of 300 hard working, tax paying INCHS7-5

American families impacted by this proposal. These Oregonians would have to
mdurelua;nndhmxhiupsdu:tuﬂmsukbencftufufmpmmpany

6. That FERC reconsider the extreme and i ge to the
and endangered species that are p 1 under the Endangered Species Act. |

INDHST-6

There is no ‘public benefit’ as suggested by Veresen. | moisz?
Fracking is an environmental and public hazard.
Methane is 86 times more potent greenhouse gas than buming coal.
Climate Change is real.
300 Oregonians do not wan lines to go th their
Degradation of 70 miles ofpubllc land and wildlife reserves is a blatant disregard for
the American public and end d ies in the End d species Act.
A lack of adequate safetyptecmmom should LI'eSDmllhongallon LNG tanks have a
cooling failure.
Public safety hazard should the pipeline have leaks is intolerable. | woisre

IND157 Randy Turner and Sandra Medina, Roseburg, OR

IND157-1  See the response to IND1-3.

IND157-2  See the response to IND1-1.

IND157-3  See the response to IND1-2.

IND157-4  See the response to IND1-4.

IND157-5 Comment noted.

IND157-6 Impacts to listed species are disclosed in section 4.7. A BO
prepared by NMFS and FWS would establish the requirements of
protecting listed species, as well as the required mitigation.

IND157-7  Comment noted.

IND157-8 The risk associated with construction and operation of the proposed

pipeline and measures that would be implemented to reduce that

risk are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS.
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. .y IND158-1 Comment noted.
OI’ v '\‘L Jan. 16,2015
g IND158-2  See the response to IND1-5.
Kimberly Bose, Secretary
FERC CPvy- 492
888 First St. NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426 L P 41
| am writing to voice my opposition to the LNG pipeline from Malin, Or. To Coos Bay, | s
Or,
This use of imminent domain — to benefit a private, foreign corporation is wrong. This is | IND158-2

a misuse of imminent domain and should not be permitted.
This pipeline will be going through wilderness that is valuable and sensitive.

There is little benefit economically to the OR. economy and NO benefit to the private
citizens who are having their land and use of that land stolen from them.

‘Would you like to have this pipeline running through your property?

I find it difficult to believe that this pipeline was ever even considered. What is
happening to this country?

Sincerely,

{éﬁﬁ ﬁ;nﬂ(f 4
Kris Bennett

388 Bellwood Ln

Roseburg, OR
97471
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IND158-4

INDA58-5

INDA5S-6

IND159-7

IND158-8

Final EIS
IND159 Elaine Fischer, Roanoke, VA
IND159-1 The decision to export or not export natural gas is not under the
authority of FERC.
IND159-2  See the response to IND1-1.
IND159-3  See the response to IND1-2.
IND159-4  See the response to IND1-3.
IND159-5 See the response to IND1-4.
IND159-6  See the response to IND1-5.
IND159-7  See the response to IND1-7.
IND159-8 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are

discussed in section 4.7.
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IND159-9 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments

D198 on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
continued
FERC should extend onnent 1 to give IND159-5
every ime to weigh in, and to e 00+ page DEIS.
This project is too big to give so little ie input.
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Final EIS
IND160 Michael W. Evans, Los Angeles, CA
IND160-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND160-2  See the response to IND1-2.
IND160-3  See the response to IND1-3.
IND160-4  See the response to IND1-4.
IND160-5 See the response to IND1-5.
IND160-6  See the response to IND1-7.
IND160-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
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IND160-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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William Toner, McGraw, NW

IND161-1

No rainforest would be affected by the pipeline, see table 4.5.1.2-1
that lists the forest types that would be affected. Approximately
1,742 acres of forest and woodland would be cleared for the
pipeline and another 506 acres would be cleared for extra
temporary work areas. The amount of forest cleared would be a
very small percent (mostly between 0-2 percent) of any watershed
crossed by the Project (see table 4.14.3-1).
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IND162-1 Comment noted.
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Final EIS
IND163 Zechariah, Grants Pass, OR
IND163-1  See the response to IND1-4.
IND163-2  See the response to IND1-2.
IND163-3  See the response to IND1-1.
IND163-4 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

W-865

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150203-5058 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/3/2015 10:03:52 AM IND164 Kian Daniel, Milwaukee, WI

IND164-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND164-2  See the response to IND1-2.

WI.
peoplat WS Snouldl Xot.be hApnening. IND164-3  See the response to IND1-3.

onmental impact =
—_— IND164-4  See the response to IND1-4.
ve Leduced ourn IND164-5 See the response to IND1-5.
il IND164-6  See the response to IND1-7.
IND164-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
o2 Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
INDT164-3
+ what could happe s a B0 IND1G4-4
natural gas ir
shima Japan. The
LNG would immediately start to warm and expand. What then?
Over 300 Oregon landowners are facing the threat
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IND164-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND165-1 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.

e IND165-2 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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Comments on Jordan Cove Energy Project —— January 27, 2015 H 'w"'igi Instead, the Commission developed a “Certificate Policy
1 have been in the public health and medical field for 37 years. When a new treatment or new drug Statement” (Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline
m&“ﬁxﬁﬁﬁﬁwgﬂxﬁm;mxmﬁ*m Facilities, 88 FERC 1 61,227 (1999), clarified in 90 FERC 1
term, and the treatment/drug is withdrawn. We have plenty of information about the long term risks to 61,128, and further clarified in 92 1 61,094 (2000)) that established
m:me::n:&ﬁ;Zﬁﬂn“x:mmmka criteria for determining whether there is a need for a proposed
project and whether the proposed project would serve the public
T e o s e ™ interest. The Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding
400 waterways which would signficantly harm ish habtat dringInstalation and foryears to come. whether or not to authorize new natural gas facilities, the
mmmxxz’mmm’;‘ﬂrm e Commissioners must balance public benefits against potential
This is.an important natural resource to Oregon and cannat be discounted easily. Many lives depend on adverse economic and environmental consequences. The DEIS
haaltiry wataruays ¥id fisharies. discloses the potential impacts of construction and operation of the
Most concerning to me, it that no ogency is responsible for doing a risk-benefit | | Project on environmental resources, such as effects on wildlife, and
PG 2 Dhp IR R SR ch 0 prgte o U ¥ et nd e acih: outlines measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize,
:mm‘“““’&m“;“;g” “'"'“'""'“f“-*“"*“‘:;:m"““ or mitigate those impacts. The DEIS also discloses benefits of the
County's Health and Human Servic s kewise underfunded and barely stafed. But both depariments Project, such as job creation and increased payment into local tax
and preparedness) agres that nmajor aarthauak b e for our aea ant that the bases. In terms of global warming, see response to IND1-1.
southern Oregon Coast has the largest risk for a big hit. The Great Cascadia Earthquake of January 26,
4700 woes the saime K that destrofed the Fukushine mclesr plentin span 10 20111t wes & IND166-2  See the response to comment IND1-4.

subduction zone quake, the most severe kind. Oregon State Unh thereisa
40 percent chance “the big one” could happen in the next 50 years. That means It could be 60 years
away or longer, It also means it could happen tomorrow. The Jordan Cove pipeline and export facility
will always be at risk for leaks, breaks and explosions. This is part of doing business in the fossil fuel
industry, but the risk is magnified by our earthquake prone, rural, mountainous, forested geology.

At the present time, there is no justification for risking Oregon’s most precious natural resources and
the safety of its residents in order to send fracked natural gas to Asia.

IND186-2

This is not in the best interest of the citizens of Oregon. | strongly uraevouwlootatme Iona herrn
environmental consequences to the Jordan Cove Project and stop it now.

St Bigeu o

Susan Bizeau, AN

IND1ES-3

A L1

Ll

£

175 Arnos Rd., Talent, Oregon 97540, sbizeau®g.com, 541-535-3522

bZH

i

IND166-3 Comment noted.
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Docket Nuwbavs CFi3-d83.000 £ CP\3- ¢492-000
Letter to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Is(imberlyD.Bose ORIGINAL
ecretary,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission LIS FE3-3 A qug

888 First Street N.E. Room/A Washington D,C.20426_f:

I would like to address in regards to the Climate Change as
environmental quality. I belong to this organization that is SOCAN it
is about Climate Change and also to bring attention to what would
be disaster to Oregon and has already done to other states by
pipeline leaks. One aiready a Historical Park that is Yellowstone had
fifty thousand gallons of gas spilled into the water ways of the Park.
The ocean disasters of oil spilled that has devastated all ocean wild
life. Our tax dollars paying for all the damage caused by the leaks
and spills. The water ways here in Oregon going though 400 of
streams and also going though public lands. Farmers have had there
share of problems and we need to preserve the farms and habitat that
will be destroyed and sediment from fraking the fill dumped into
Salmon strong holds though South West Oregon. Extensive new
dredging in with fill dumped into Salmon strong holds also.

All our gas will just be going to China and Asia and Canada will be
out sourcing our gas to other states. It is not going to be that great
since the jobs are not permeate and are part time and then when the
pipeline is in then the jobs will be few then still have ships from the
Ports of Coo's Bay when are built bigger to take up the areas. Maybe
a spill could arise of the pipeline being no guarantee of distinction of
forest lands and trees to be taken out as we lost plenty already but
fires and now we to do not want any exploding incidences to happen.
Our firemen had there share of trying to put out plenty of fires and
took most of what was green and beautiful that takes years to replace
not just with bushes. Trees are a filter and helps also with air quality.
I almost had my house burn down a year ago and I could not see out
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and was selling my home smoke was devastating and could cause IND167-1 Comment noted.
medial problems with lungs,

There is so much to cover with this pipeline and if you care about
our Country why do this. Survival interests are at stake. Scientist
now say that the pipelines are already a cause of Climate change 25
% that we are experiencing.

So many are protesting this in different states at least one thing I
want to be able to sleep nights knowing that there is not going to be
any more destruction of pipeline it is a bomb as far as I can see. I
feel sorry for the wildlife already had oil spills in the ocean our poor
fish, oyster beds and what ever life is left in the ocean . The earth is
warming and our climate is changing getting worse. It is real and we
have to figure the future.

I for one love the ocean and love water falls, and drinking water,
Birds and wildlife, beautiful mountains, Trees, Green land with life
and flowers, gardens, fruit on the trees, horses running though the
green fields, grapes, fruit trees and deer, elk, swim areas and
beautiful Parks with boating and fishing.

Why mess up fess up and do the right thing. I know there is more
that I did not cover so saving for the next person's who feel the same
as I do.

Thank you for taking time to read my letter hope you will consider
those thoughts and stop this pipeline!

Sincerely,

Barbara Gurschke

PO, Boy 413¢
Hedford o

7750/

IND187-1
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IND168
OR/G 0 S IND168-1  See the response to IND1-4 and IND73-16.
,NAL T THE G ene, Oregon 37405 IND168-2  See the response to IND1-1.
MSFEB-3 A t:ugjmng _ms IND168-3 The DEIS was accessible to the public and could be found

Kimberly Bo. i i
B i e electronically on the internet through the FERC web page on our

888 First St. NE, Room 1A eLibrary system. We appreciate that the DEIS was a lengthy

Washington, DC 20426 document and doubled the typical comment period, providing 90
RE: Docket Numbers CP13-483 and CP13-492 days for comments.

TO:  FERC

[ am concerned about the propnsal to move forward on the Jordan Cove and Pacific

Connector Project. In Oregon public officials indicate that we need to do more to protect

people from the deadly results of a possible earthquake along the Cascadia Subduction

Zone. It does seem more than risky to consider building a liquid natural INDH -1
gas terminal and an LNG pipeline in the Coos Bay area, right in the Cascadia Subduction

Zone area. This area, according Oregon State University, is along the section of the

Cascadia Subduction Zone that is most likely to have an earthquake in the near future.

The country is quickly accepting that we need to reduce our dependence on fossil fuels in
order to reduce our release ofeerhon into tb= almospl'm Even with the significant
reduction in the price of gasoli € ENergy p are g forward. It is INDr188-2
predwledmnnhe;ordmCow‘l NG terminal would qmckly become thelm:gest source
of carbon and other green house gases in Oregon, afier the closure of the PGE coal plant
in Boardman, Oregon.

In addition, I find it strange that you releasc a draft envi 1 impact t that
is over 1,000 pages. According to the National Environmental Policy Act a DEIS should
be accessible to the public. This is clearly not accessible. It doesn't matter that you release | MP16&-2
an executive summary, We should be able to read the entire evaluation within a
reasonable amount of time, for people with jobs and family. '

Like other countries we can take serious steps to reduce our carbon emissions, this
project tekes us in the exact opposite direction.

Sincerely,

o BT
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O , ' IND169-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
January 2015 R’G”\!’,‘.'\ ,'__ on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
a6 Mo B ey S FER -3 A @13 IND169-2 The FERC EIS disclosed environmental effects of the Project. The
Azalea, OR 97410 I ——— Commission will determine whether there is a need for a proposed
S iot@hchea nat "I e project and whether the proposed project would serve the public
R —— - interest. In deciding whether or not to authorize new natural gas
Statement docket # CP13-482-000 and CP13-483-000 facilities, the Commissioners must balance public benefits against
My first commentirequest s to please extend the comment pariod. The average, even potential adverse economic and environmental consequences. The
above average, U.S. citizen does not have time to read a 5000 page complex statement | mioiss-1 DEIS discloses the potential impacts of construction and operation
ovqrmewmwmwmmn,lmmknmuldbemmanldrtoamndMoomrmnt . .
period. of the Project on environmental resources, such as effects on
e roastie iylsss suie o Honghic piotie and e Solen s wildlife, and outlines measures that would be implemented to
terminal. will benefit US citizens in general and Oregonians in particular. | would like to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those impacts. The DEIS also
rhste iyl """'“"“En'?m,;?;;zﬁm;m'M&T&“m“mﬁ&mmmr Nores-2 discloses benefits of the Project, such as job creation and increased
mﬁﬂmﬁmmﬂmﬁm%ﬁmw payment into local tax bases. In terms of global warming, see
domain on our neighbors and compromise our environment. response to IND1-1.
|mmm::wcmwmwmdm“mn::amme%@glﬂ:&w IND169-3 Seismic and landslide hazards for the pipeline are disclosed in
grmmn:mmmgmgwu m@mrm@mmm:mmummm section 4.22.2. For trench depth, see pages 2-106 and 2-107 in
place if the pipeline is built across the upper part of our entire watershed. chapter 2 of the DEIS.
B Ee b i e e e T e R T IND169-4  If the pipeline parallels a public roadway, the pipeline would not be
:p::mmmmmgmmmmmﬁrnnm?%nm . placed directly beneath the road surface. In this situation the
e [ pipeline would be offset from the roadway or road easement such
o m”;fmﬁgmmm‘“:’ 'mdmmﬁf&mﬂméﬂﬂ e that operation and maintenance of the roadway and the pipeline
both during construction and afterwards? would not interfere. ~ Where the pipeline would make a
ROADS How would the construction of roads and heavy traffic to log and access the perpendicular crossing of a public roadway, the pipeline crossing
proposed pipsiine route effect the environment? Landsiide potential? Sediment must be permitted by the appropriate authority (e.g., state DOT or
fmémmﬂimmwﬁﬁa’:awk”m’;@%'mmr PR county public works department). Typically, these regulating
road sefety? Wauld they have to widen the road thus taking our land? authorities require a perpendicular crossing of a public roadway to
SEDIMENT: One of my main concerns is the likely increase of sediment in the creek be designed to account for existing and expected future traffic loads
T T e e oo s Wi, sl s and roadway maintenance, and no restrictions on future traffic
would be required. Section 4.12.2.4 discusses noise levels during
construction. Following construction, noise levels would return to
pre-construction levels.
IND169-5 Effects to streams (including measures to minimize increases in
turbidity) are discussed in section 4.4.2.2.
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construction and huge ditch digging operation wouldn't add sediment to our river
system. Please address this in the impact statement.

MERCURY contamination: The Galesville Reservoir below us has warnings about the
dangers of consuming fish caught there because of the high mercury levels. The area
where thay proposa to build the pipaline has old tailings from mercury mining and
obviously mercury deposits. Have these been identified and analyzed as to what the
likely increase of mercury would be in our irrigation water and on down the river?

| understand that the pipeline company proposes to fertilize/and or herbicide the logged
strip above the pipeline. Would the fertilizer/herbicide end up in my irrigation, and on
down river? If not, why not?

WETLANDS are known to filter and hold water. Please address the environmental
results of digging up and blocking these precious wetiand filtars. Would it decrease the
water flow in times of drought? Will it mean that the water quality is decreased because
of less filtration? How will the 7 foot plus deep pipeline and bentonite wall effect the flow
of the water? Wil it go over or under? How will this change the environment?

This proposal has inspired me to go up and look at the wetlands that are threatened.
They are really remarkable in the diversity in and around them. How would the
proposed disturbances effect the established flora and fauna?

WATER TEMPERATURE INCREASE | would like to see the environmental impact study
address the likelihood and results of a water temperature increass resulting from
exposing multiple places of the waterways to sunlight. Qur entire watershed is currently
heavily shaded by old growth timber. For example, how would even a one degree rise in
water temperature effact, the many Iife forms that live in and around the waterways? |
know that increased water temperatures increase algae growth. How would this effect
the stream and my irrigation system?

FIRE Our Douglas Fire Protection Agency states that “most forest fires are started by

operations”. What would the environmental effects be if a forest fire was started
in this remote heavily forested part of the National Forest? Our Forest Service Ranger
says this area is an extreme risk for fire anyway. Also please specify who would be
financially ble for putting out such a fire and how would they need to go about
it? What would such a fire do to the creek?

There needs to be two different impact studies in regards to the timing of the
construction If it is to happen in the fire danger/ dust season, one set of impacts needs
to be covered. We are often banned in the fire season from even running a weed-eater
in open areas. The fire danger is enormous here in the summer.

H it is to happen in the rainy season another set of impacts needs to be addressed. We
can get eight inches of rain in a three day period. The runoff after a big rain is incrediblel

Another concemn of mina is the water that will be used to test the pipeline after it's built. |
think the impact of, the removal of and disposal of this huge amount of water has not
been thoroughly addressed in your statement. Where will it come from and where

IND169

Continued, page 2 of 3

IND169-6

IND189-5
continued

IND168-6

INDNES-T

IND169-§

IND169-7
IND169-8

IND169-9

IND169-10
IND169-11

IND188-10

IND15S-11

As noted in section 4.2.2.1 of the DEIS, the Pacific Connector
pipeline route would be in the vicinity of three historic and
abandoned cinnabar or mercury mines (Nivinson, Red Cloud, and
Thomason) between mileposts (MP) 108 and 110. Section 4.4.4.2
of the DEIS discussed concerns over mercury contamination from
these mines entering into the nearby East Fork of Cow Creek
watershed and affecting aquatic resources. Based on several site-
specific studies conducted by Pacific Connector (GeoEngineers
2009b) and the Forest Service (Broeker 2010), we concluded that
it was highly unlikely that pipeline construction would encounter
soils with elevated mercury concentrations in the vicinity of the
abandoned cinnabar mines.  In addition, Pacific Connector
developed a Contaminated Substances Discovery Plan that contains
measures to protect the public and the environment. Restrictions
and proper use of herbicide during the projects construction and
operation, as well as its effects, are addressed in section 4.5 of the
DEIS.

Please see section 4.4.3.2 for measures to minimize effects on
wetlands.

Effects on water temperature from pipeline construction are
discussed in sections 4.4.4.2 and 4.6.2.3.

See section 4.13.9.1 for safety standards, including standards to
minimize fire risk to forest lands (pages 4-990 to 992).

Comment noted.

See the requirements for using surface water for hydrostatic testing
on pages 4-395 to 397 in section 4.4.4.2.2. These include obtaining
permits from ODWR, which are subject to review by ODEQ and
ODFW.
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IND169

Continued, page 3 of 3

exactly will it be released? How will that effect the areas in question? What about the
possibility of invasive species traveling in the water? Does this justify the waste of
precious water?

IND18%-11
continued

Accidents and leaks: If you were to look up the Compliance and Safety Records of
Williams(WMB) Williams Partners L.P. (WFZ), Williams of Midstream, you would see
how many lawsuits, accidents, leaks and fines they have been involved with. | think a
more in-depth impact statement needs to be done regarding this proposal and
addressing how any similar accidents will be redeemed, repaired, paid for and insured.

IND163-12

THE CASCADIA FAULTLINE: Have you heard about this? There is a very informative
BBC documentary available online. I highly d that any 1 in energy
regulation or anything to do with the US/Canada western coastiine watch it! hitps://
www.youtube.com/watch ?v=vEgLjgnv_3c

The Cascadia fault is a result of the pacific plate moving under the continental plate. It
explains the history of the huge movements, resulting in enommous earthquakes and
tsunamis. . The last one was 315 years ago the one before that was 300 years before
that. Of course earthquakes can not be precisely predicted but the fact that one will
happen again is predictable and scientists are warning that it could very well be anytime
now.

I think it is only prudent to include the environmental effects of the predicted shift of the
Cascadia Fauit Line, resultant earthquake and tsunami on the proposed projects.
Pleasa identify and explain what would happen if the pipeline broke or the Jordan Cove
terminal was under water or shaken to pieces. | think it is important to clarify how
something like this could be contained, AVOIDED and dealt with. We have had an
example with the Japanese earthquake and tsunami. Please let's not endanger our
citizens with a similar catastrophe in Oregon.

Since Russia has agreed to sell China a huge amount of their natural gas at a low price
this all may be shelved in which case we have all wastad a lot of time and tax payers
money. if the company pursues the plan, it goes from being a questionable proposal to
an absurd one.

INDMES-13

Canada, Washington state, and California have all denied this proposal in their area and
now it's Oregon's tum to do the same.

Please do what you can to protect the planet, the water, the fish, the soil, the forest, the
wildlife, the peace and safety of Oregonians. and the US citizens.

4-,%[%$é2?... u15 2015
%;R.ﬁudae«\ ﬁgaﬂ

IND169-12

IND169-13

Compliance with federal safety standards is administered by DOT,
not FERC.

Welded pipelines have responded well to earthquakes in other areas
with similar conditions, such as Chile. Seismic hazards are
described in section 4.2.2.2.
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IND170-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND170-2  See the response to IND1-2.
IND170-3  See the response to IND1-3.
NDi7e-1 IND170-4  See the response to IND1-4.
IND170-5 See the response to IND1-5.
IND170-6  See the response to IND1-7.
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IND171-1 Comment noted.
IND171-2  See the response to IND1-3.
bS5 By 2014 IND171-3 Comment noted.

and all permits far the proposfec

Jo Cove Energy Proj INDMT1-1
are many reasons why this
IND171-2
nd ice sheet,
saa laval
lean” alte Ta
entally destructive i
ipelines that can leak and
L it to L
Ultimately
And what for? ] 8
ain 1ife on Earth as we know
1ly wrong to leave a
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enea alternatives that would
We would all thank you for that!

Thank
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IND172-1 Comment noted.
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IND173-1 Comment noted.
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IND174-1 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are

Backacs Mendel x. . , discussed in section 4.7. Also see the responses to IND1-5 and
For the ol W1lLJ QNS ngly oppeose 0ls project:
IND1-1.

1. This 230-mile long
export terminal, weuld
rainforest in southern ¢

2, needed to transpert gas t
clearcutting thousands of ac

to build this huge fo
0 the rules
2 1E 5

ear

© wants

right=
of eminent IND174-1

he p
domain Lo i ; for the pipeline, since
90% of the impacted 1z accass.

3. The propossd terminal, with its highly flammable LNG storage tanks,
has keen dsemsd ¢ zzen, even Lhaugh I ould be built in tl
earthquake/tsu the alarm raised by a number c

wh

v the da are being significantly underestimated.

case do not approve Lhis project!
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Docket Nos, CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000 B
DEIS Comments by Bob Barker

Relcuary 3,701 IND175-1  See the response to IND1-7.
Comments on DEIS IND175-2  The table identifies the beginning and end MPs of the DOT Class

pae — 3 locations. The text lists the requirement s if the pipeline is built
e s | i i s it inaclass 3area. Itisunclear what confirmation you are requesting.

Safety 4985 to Pipeline safety standards are significantly lower for rural areas (Class 1 and 2) compared to urban areas. . . . . .
D e IND175-3  The crossing plan is included in Appendix 2G to Resource Report

are si ntand place in rural areas at significantly greater risk. Request application of IHD175-1

i e e | 2 of Pacific Connector’s June 6, 2013 application with the FERC.
e The entire application is available in electronic format for public
viewing via the internet on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov)

Table 4,12.9.1-2 identifies three DOT 3 locatians and high eonsequenca areas totaling 3.1 miles. IND175-2
Please confirm that these three lecations and their beginning and ending MP will be Class 3.

it o e [ =™ through our eLibrary system. Also seethe HDD Contingency Plan
4—ED§ failure to address a construction failure of this. and economic ignifican: It both the wet -
4425 oot raseng and ovaraad s v e s nceagiabl s v oo Thaal || oy was attached as Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2.
should include a statement that the proposed Rogue River crossing site will be abandoned in
the event of an HOD failure A failure should be defined as two unsuccessiul attempts with the
ilot hole, hole opening or pullback stages of the HDD. Alernatives in the event of an HDD failure 75
ot dcuased o reletonced n the DEIS tsee pages. 4.300.56% et IND175-4 Comment noted.
In the event of a frac-out, the HDD Contingency Plan and Failure Procedure proposed by PCGP R
e e el || i IND175-5 Resource Report 2 states: Although GeoEngineers, Inc. (see
and Fai\u!e Precedure should be modified to provide that drilling fluid pumps will hg shut off and - - -
drilling will not resume uritil deslgnat:;ul;«;:z:dnd Smlemsp;:;u:;;::nv;hesme. .nsu::‘am. Append|x 2G) |nd|Cates that an H D D of the COOS, Rogue' and
Poge 4425l it ok e f HOD gy v vl et mpec crtior | s Klamath rivers could be successfully implemented at the proposed

succeseful HODs can, and do, fail

crossing locations, in the event of an unsuccessful HDD at these
proposed river crossings, the HDD method could be reattempted at
Page 1 the same location, or slightly offset. Pacific Connector could
implement a DP crossing at the same location. The DP crossing
method is described below and an overview of DP Technology is
included in Appendix 2I. Direct Pipe (DPP installation is a
developing trenchless technology that can overcome problematic
issues associated with the HDD crossing method because it
provides a continuously supported hole during the excavation
process. Appendix 21 is included in the Application noted above.

IND175-6  Comment noted. See Appendix 21 discussed above.
IND175-7 Comment noted.
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DEIS Text

(If needed)

Requested Actions Including Comments/Questions

Inadvertent Relsase of
Driling Mud suring
Rogus River HDD'

Pacific Connector should be required to pust a bond for costs of any clean-up or enviranmental
damage causad by the inadvertent releasa of drilling mud resulting from HDD oparations

Rogue River HDD 400910 | Pacific Connector | The DEIS states that tha clasest existing residenc t the west end of the Rogue River HDD section is
Request for Dl Entry | 4-811 has not determined | about 740 feet from the probable equipment location and the closest residence to the eastern end of the
Point n West Side of whether driing Rague River HOD section is about 340 feet from the probable equipment location. Additienally, the
River Woulkd oceurfrom | noise levels on the west sitle of the fver are Significantly less as Shown on Table 4.12.2 4-7 and Table
the westen or 4122.4-8. In view of the above information, request that the drill entry point be on the west side
eastern end of the | of the river.
erossing
Rogue River HDD Sita - | 4-910 to If actual noise levels exceed the dBA stardard {above}, drilling operations must be shut down
Moise 4811 until compliance with the standard is achieved. Moise menitoring sheuld be continucus during
drilling and pull back operations and procadures in place far shutting down im mediately if naise
lavels are excacdad
Rogue River - 4565 10 Page 4-306 of the DEIS identifies the Rogua River crossing as a potential hydiostatic soures location
Hydrostatic Testing 4307 with an esfimated volume of 8 770,257 gallons. Speclfies of the withdrawal, Incluging analysis and
Source and impact, must be provided and made available for public comment before any permit is issued.
4518 Heeded details include how the river will be accessed (ie. from which side of the river), road

construction to the river, equipment utilized and exactly how the water will be transported to the
pipe (since it Is 2 considerable distance to the drill entry and exit sites under the Rogue).
Strangly recommend that the Rogue River not be used as a water source for hydrostatic testing
The public should have 30 days to comment on the Hydrestatic Test Plan once it is submitted,

Page 2

INDITS-8

D75

INDA75-1D

IND175-11

| moi7saz

IND175

Continued, page 2 of 9

IND175-8

IND175-9

IND175-10

IND175-11

IND175-12

The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific
Connector post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014
MOU with the ODE requires the posting of a bond to cover
retirement costs. Also, both companies would have insurance to
cover the unlikely event of an incident.

As stated on pages 4-910 and 911, measures recommended in the
noise study (Miki Corporation 2007a) would reduce temporary
noise impacts at either location to acceptable levels.

As stated on pages 4-910 and 911, measures recommended in the
noise study (Miki Corporation 2007a) would reduce temporary
noise impacts at either location to acceptable levels.

See the requirements for using surface water for hydrostatic testing
on pages 4-395 to 397 in section 4.4.4.2.2. These include obtaining
permits from ODWR, which are subject to review by ODEQ and
ODFW. ODWR would follow its own process for evaluating the
permit application.

See the requirements for using surface water for hydrostatic testing
on pages 4-395 to 397 in section 4.4.4.2.2. These include obtaining
permits from ODWR, which are subject to review by ODEQ and
ODFW. ODWR would follow its own process for evaluating the
project.
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the new access
roari to the Regus
River HDD site

DEIS DEIS Text
Page (if needed) Requested Actions Including Comments/Questions
Acoess o Rogue River | P16 These TEWAsare | Appendix P of the DEIS (Pacific Connector’s Proposed Morifications to FERC's Plan and Procedures)
far 3 Water Source required for the ircluces 28 pages of Site-specinc variances to FERC's Wetiand and Waterhody Procedures and Uplans
{Hydrostatic, HOD, dust Rogus River Pians. The variance at P 122 00 & 122.6 talks sbout access to the fiver for a water source
abaternent) — WP 122,00 (ASP325) HDO, (Hydrostatio, HOD, dust abatement) and for potential frac out response. This s the only place in the
pipe pull-back DEIS where vehicle access to the Rogue River is mentioned (there is currently no road access to the
areas, and o river al the proposed crossing sie). Road constructian or equipment traffic to the edge of the
access the river for | Rogue River crossing site should not be allowed for any purpose. Water for dust abatement
= water source along Old Farry Road (OFR) and the east sida of the Rogus River should come from an existing
(Hydrestatic, HDD, | access road along the Rogue River, presumably where OFR comes within a few feet of the river
dustabaterneny) |t flood rock. The Rogue River as 3 Source of water for dust is ot mentioned in the main body of the
andfar potential | DEIS. Rogue River watier for hydrostatic testing is addressed in the following comment
frac out response.
g Appendix The GeoEngineers. report included in Appends 2+ attached to Resource Report 2 (Rogue River HDD —
Improvement Near 2H Preliminary Feasibility Analysis, File §186-021-00, Task 1200) states: *The HDD entry workspace may
Rogue River Crossing | atiached be accessed via a private drive off of Qld Ferry Road and will likely require clearing and extensiva
to grading improvements prior to construction”. These “extensive grading improvements”, which may
Resource have water quality enviranmental cansequences due to their proximity to the Rague River,
FReort 2 should be detailed now in the EIS rather than waiting until construction begins, so they may be
addressed in the 401/404 permitting process.
Construction Aceess 348t | We danet The Old Ferry Road {OFR) Committec disagrees with your recommendation. The preblems
Roads — Ol Ferry Road | 52 recemmend use of | associated with the use of OFR are not adequately addressed in the DEIS. The thrust of the language in

the DEIS is more about justfication for the use of OFR rather than addressing the issues that would be
created by its use Of central concem are threa issuzs:

1. The extent of OFR medifications to accommodate HOD drill rigs 2nd associated squipment,
truaks o remove ¢l Tilings and vegetation/lumber from the ROW. Tucks to haul pise and pipe
laying equipment. The DEIS (3-88) indudes a statement that “the road would need to be

§ fast wide while footnate b (3-50) states that 'The existing road prism of OFR

e an average of approximately 12 feet inwidth”. There is no explanation for

this disparity which does net support the statement (3-57) that *Improvement could be limited to

several turn outs, curve widenings and one staging area”. Ve believe that the actual road
“wil be ruch greater than stated. Whers OFR runs along the Rogue River at tiood
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IND175-15

Vehicle access within the pipeline right-of-way is an inherent part
of construction. See page 2-105 in chapter 2 which states "Part of
the construction right-of-way would include a travel lane for
construction equipment and related Project vehicles."

The comment refers to a private drive. Detailed plans would require
surveys; very few private land owners have granted access to their
property for Pacific Connector to complete these surveys.

We recognize that the Old Ferry Road Committee does not agree
with the recommendation in chapter 3. Our reasons for the
recommendation are discussed in section 3.4.2.9.
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EebALary 42013 IND175-16 Pacific Connector stated in its April 27, 2015 filing that based on
their understanding, the existing gate along OFR may be an

TOCK, lvc‘s modmcabl‘ml"c :s ‘eet‘;;‘nu\d requw: widening within 10 feet of the river or rock. i
2 Tcme vaicon G by i s e of i o i 0D st electronic, keypad operated gate. The company would work with
B landowners to negotiate shared use of OFR and any necessary
pipeline ROW that will be supparted by OFR. The distance involved will have a hugs impact on . . L. . R
ST e o e s 1 oSl ey el Ty Tanapor o modifications to the gate to minimize impact to the road owners
ey 82 via ? These questions are not answered in the and raise the concemn . .
o i e s e e e o OFF il bg much reser than and accommodate construction traffic.
3. OFR road managemamdumfg (and aﬂn;r) pipeline construction to include peak traffie hours (by
ottt arias oo ook e e apen e g oo IND175-17 The referenced text has been revised. BLM reviewed the visual
construction.
Trafi voAme along O Wl e signifcanty redused Fppe for milepacts 123 1 4240 were impacts of the project in this vicinity and determined that the
brought in via the Indian Creek Firebreak Road (BLM road 34-1-23). The OFR Committee strongly A . . .
e e e B o aeent o RIS onpte T ot ey roject does not meet VRM Class Il objectives in the short-term
i its).
seoping comment
Pe.cf(lcClar\l’\ecmrnas;medtwatm DFleateMEIL‘berEr:;ace‘gmma”c:é‘mmol\'natekduﬂl’\gtr"e‘ N (Iess than 5 years)1 bUt plan amendments are nOt ne6ded because
:r:::s:lt:‘;‘eem:élémeexlsmggateuurmgmewnslmctmnneno);l Plssss acdress ms Tz 18 the area in question will be used for a very short term, and
Pign 351 e DEI sty The g WA i o VO I e s st i mitigation developed in the Aesthetics Management Plan will help
log Iawdmg area therefore, these TEVYiAS are expected to be consistent with the BLI's VRI I IND175-17 . A .
o i S VM e ey oo VAUl ol epieon oo ot the areas reach VRM Class Il objectives in the long-term (5 to 10
lIhhemu_SlﬂlUDmDrlatemmgalionmrUFRresmems is to eliminate or minimize the use of OFR far ‘ IND175-18 years)
IND175-18 Comment noted. Chapter 3 considers alternatives to the use of Old
Ferry Road, and concludes that improvement and use of Old Ferry

Road is the preferred alternative, provided that the road would
remain open to residents throughout all phases of construction.
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DEIS
Page

DEIS Text
(If needed)

Requested Actions Including Comments/Questions

Unanticipated Hazardous | 4-303 Barbara Gimilin's public commens, entsred into the FERC public record on Decsmber 16, 2014 detail
Waste Discovery Plan — various 5oil Contamination ssues at the proposed terminal. s, GImiin's precise and detalled comments
Jordan Cove Ste about JGEP's failure {o report contaminants, ackdress relevant safety issues, conduct additiona| testing
Contamination |ssuss and follow the Unanticipated Hazardous Waste Discovery Flan raiss serious questions about the safety
of the project and the adequacy of plans for identifying and correcting contamination issues in
accordance with State and Federal law, The atached letter to Dick Pedersen, Director Gregon
Department of Environmental Qualty (DEQ) from 17 Oregon conservation organizations, includes six
requested action steps in response to Ms. Gimlin's llegatons including ting for
contaminants at appropriate lcations with test results sent directly to DEG. The Unanticipated
Hazardous Waste Discovary Plan should be modified to require immediate cantractor notification
of any previously undiscovered soil contamination to both Jordan Cove's Enviranmental
Inspector AND TO DEQ DIRECTLY.
Recommendatons 14 | 628% | Documentstabe | All submissions filed with the Secretary per recommendations 14 through 26 should be subject
thiough 26 531 submited prior fo | to aminimum of a 30 day public comment period with public comments taken info account
the end of the before issuance of the Final EIS and any approval of the project by FERC.
comment period on
the DEIS Piease note that the numbering of Reoommendations is incorrect. There are two separate
Recommendations liste for numbers 17, 18 and 19
Recommendatons 48 | 536 Documenistobe | All submissions filed with the Secratary per recommendations 48 through 52 should ba subjact
through 52 subritied priorto | to aminimum of a 30 day public comment period with public comments taken into account priar
the start of to the start of construction
Visual Resources en 4780t This is essentially the view from the Crater Lake Highway (62). The simulated view ef the near rdgeline
BLMLands— KOP-F2 | 4781 from the heavily traveled Highway 62 is dramaba and will not meet the Scenic Integrity Objsctve
Trail Post Office (Near AN f
WP 1230 : 477810 class ks 1o retain the existing character of the landscape). The DEIS acknowledges (4-782) that “he
4782 pipeline does not maet VRK Class Il ohjectives in the short term (less than 5 years]' at this location and

notes that mitigation developed in the Aestietics Management Fian would help the area reach VRIM
Cizss Il objectives in the long ferm (5 1o 10 years). The purpos= of hawing = VR and Scenery Integrity
Chjective is to refain visual impact. The Aesthetics Management Plan must specifically zddress the
steps that will he taken to restore the view at this location in the short term.
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IND175-19

IND175-20

IND175-21
IND175-22

IND175-23

Comment noted. The DEQ would be notified as appropriate
following evaluation of the specific issue by the El.

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

This error has been be corrected.

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

The Aesthetics Management Plan specifically addresses the steps
needed to meet the VRM class objectives at KOP-P2 within 5-10
years and acknowledges the objectives would not be met in less
than five years (see section 4.8 of the DEIS and attachment 1 to the
2013 POD).
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DEIS

Page

DEIS Text
(If needed)

Third-Party
Environmental Monitors:

2118

Pacific Connector
has agreed to fund
third-party
enviranmertal
monitors to the
extent determined
necessary by

FERC staff and the
federal land-
managing agencies
uring project
construction.

Requested Actions Including Comments/Questions

Comments filed with the FERC by Barbara Gimlin on December 18 2014 provide compeling evidence
that staft hired by Jordan Cove and Pactic Connector have a conflict of interest and may not report
required enviranmentally sencitive information. FERC and tha federal land management agencies
should publicly identify the number of third-party enviranmental monitors hired, the areas for
which they are responsible and contact information. The scope of the third-party monitors
should include work perfarmed on private property.

What spacific procass is available to a proparty awner along the pipsline right-of.way if there ara
concerns that quality assurance standards, compliance with mitigation measures and ather
applicable regulatory requirements are not being met or followed? If the Chief Inspector and the
E| work for Pacific Connecter, there must be a clear and timely process for taking conserns
beyand Pacific Connector representatives if the Chief Inspector or other Pacific Connector
representativa does not resolve the concem.

Landowner Complaint
Resolution Procedures

Will the public have the opportunity to review the Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedures
prior to the issuance of the final EIS? Wnat types of complaints are liginle for review? Do the
procedures provide for appeal to a neutral third party if the Landowner is not in agreement with a
decision by Pacific Connector? If there is a neutral third party reviewer, does this individual hava
the authority to award damages in applicable situations if the landowner prevails.

Construction Damages

Pacific Connector should be required to past a band for damages resulting from canstruction of
tha pipeling including, bt not limited to, contamination of wells, arosion, drainage of failura to
restore areas disturbed during construction in aceordance with the ECRP.

Eagemant Usa

FERC shouki not allow the permanent sasement to be used for any purpose other than the
interstat: of natural gas.

Pipeline Attematives

Pele Samarin, a lead Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (COFW) biologist for the project reports
that ODFW proposed crossing the Rogue River upstream of Lost Greek Lake to avoid wikl salmon
habitat and potential water quality issues in the Rogue basin. | cannat find any reference fo such a
propasal in either the import FEIS or the expart DEIS. The FERC must evaluata the feasibility of
this alternative in the EIS or identify where it was svaluated in the export DEIS. What was the
name of the ODFYW suggested route?

INDN75-24
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IND175-24

IND175-25

IND175-26

IND175-27

IND175-28
IND175-29

The scope of work for the third-party monitors is presented in section 2.5.1
of the DEIS. The scope does include work performed on private property.

FERC hires a third party inspector to oversee constructions to insure they
are meeting their design and permit requirements. The third-party
environmental monitors would report directly to the FERC staff, the BLM
designated official, or the land-managing agency with jurisdictional
interest. In addition, Pacific Connector developed a landowner’s complaint
resolution procedure (filed as appendix 8B to Resource Report 8 in June
2013). If landowners are not satisfied their concerns are being addressed,
they should call FERC's Dispute Resolution Division (DRD) toll free at 1-
877-337-2237 or by email at ferc.adr@ferc.gov. More information about
the DRD is available on the FERC website:
http://ww.ferc.gov/legal/adr/drd.asp.

The Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure is typically prepared and
submitted to FERC as part of the pre-construction Implementation Plan,
which would be after the final EIS. The Implementation Plan would be
filed as part of the project record and available for review by the public at
that time. The procedures would be company and project-specific, and
FERC is not aware at this time of the details that would be included in the
plan.

The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific Connector
post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014 MOU with the ODE
requires the posting of a bond to cover retirement costs.  Also, both
companies would have insurance to cover the unlikely event of an incident.

Comment noted.

An EIS need not consider every possible alternative suggested. The DEIS
evaluates crossing methods in section 4.4.2.2. The crossing plan is
included in Appendix 2G to Resource Report 2 of Pacific Connector’s
June 6, 2013 application with the FERC. The entire application is available
in electronic format for public viewing via the internet on the FERC
webpage (www.ferc.gov) through our eLibrary system. Also seethe HDD
Contingency Plan was attached as Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2. See
the specific plane for crossing the Rogue River in that section. The state
will consider the proposed crossing methods and location as part of their
permit process.
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IND176-1  See the Response to IND1-1.
IND176-2  See the response to IND1-3.
IND176-3  See the response to IND1-5.
D761 IND176-4  See the response to IND1-7.

IND176-5 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.

IND176-6 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND177-1 Comment noted.
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Publi mment of the DRAFT EIS

Jordan Cove Project and Terminal,
(including) the Pacific Connector
pipeline.

Docket number for PCGP: CP13-492-
000

Docket number for JCEP LNG: CP13-
483-000

From: Susan Applegate
4739 Elkhead Rd
Yoncalla, OR 97499
541-849-3500

Date: January 9, 2015

MIGR S, ¢ v

PROLOGUE — PHILOSOPHICAL AND MORAL
CONSIDERATIONS

Whenever we participate in any part of a project such as the PCGP and the
JCEP LNG, where not only site specific local impacts result from
implementation, but where there are large-scale global impacts, we become
participants in the entire process. FRACKING should be considered an
environmental concem in the EIS. Veresen has said their “purpose and need™
for building the pipeline and the Jordan Cove terminal, etc. is to increase L
fracking. FERC's decision that the impacts of fracking are not
“environmental in nature” is deeply flawed. Methane gas is being leaked at
insupportable levels at the drill sites. The fracking process results in massive
water contamination rendering ground water, streams and wells poisonous
and hazardous. Fracking has also been associated with the occurrence of
earthquakes in those areas where fracking occurs. Global Climate Change or
Global Warming results in a build up of carbon in our atmosphere. The
fracking, liquifiying of natural gas, the piping, its delivery and final use results
in releases of GHG emissions unacceptable in our state of atmospheric
imbalance. In allowing this project to go through, we are culpable and
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IND178-2  See the response to IND1-2.
resmslﬂe for every aspect of this project’s process, both locally and
globally. It is my belief that FERC has a moral obligation to consider the
environmental impacts of fracking and the environmental impacts of
greenhouse gas emissions in this application and refuse these corporations’
request for licensure.
DEIS page 1- 2- Veresen’s purpose and need anaysis is in their Resource
Report 1.

COMMENT

GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS CONCERNS:

As the Environmental Protection Agency, EPA, is required to monitor and
implement strategies for ruduﬁi;gﬁenhouw gas (GHG) emissions as part of
the Clean Air Act, (1973), as by the US Supreme Court, 2007, it is
incumbent upon FERC to consider the GHG emissions in determining the
efficacy of an LNG project. I would like to address these issves in connection
with the proposed PCGP and JCEP LNG project, along with other deep
environmental concerns that this project exemplifies.

In 2009, the EPA released its scientific findings, concluding that global
warming emissions presented a danger to public health (known as the
“endangerment finding ™).

The climate impacts of natural gas production and transportation of liquefied
natural gas (LNG), has been analyzed in major peer-reviewed studies over the
last 3 years. The following two points are among some of the indisputable
results:
1. Natural gas consumption, here and abroad, exacerbates GHG emissions
and pollution.
2. Natural gas production and LNG exports offer no substantive reduction of
carbon pollution over other fossil fuels.

Operating from the position that natural gas is a “bridge™ energy fuel
can no longer be claimed as viable.

Methane leakage and explosions have been proven pervasive in the supply

chain. Although your draft EIS makes claims that the applicant has proven

that the process is safe, it has not addressed (for the PCGP), the em of

leakage and detection. Since this project is in rural areas, the applicants
consider the impacts on humans minimal and marginal. However, | disagree Li
since the potential impacts are huge. Again, because of the rural nature of the
landscape through which much of this pipeline travels, the PCGP project

1. will be using thinner metal in the pipe to be laid

2. plans to employ local workers who may not be adequately trained nor
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IND178-3  See the response to IND1-1.
familiar with the nature of gas pipeline constructi
3. plans to bury ix:;pe ala mere throe feet > — IND178-4  See the response to IND1-2.

4, will be using non-odorous gaseous production methods rendering the continued

detection of leaks difficult even with regular inspections, until livestock start IND178-5  See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-2.
dying off or until a spark meets the gas leak and an explosion results.

Leakage creates fugitive methane emissions throughout the gas supply chain:
in drilling and production, transmission, processing and refining, an

distribution, (including liquefaction into LNG), its transport, re-gasification and
redistribution.

Every month there is a major fossil fuel spill, leak or explosion somewhere in
the world.
Dr. Terry [saacson, white paper on Human Effects on Planet Earth 2014

It appears in recent scientific studies that methane is more dangerous than

carbon dioxide. While it is true that direct methane combustion, viewed in

isolation of the remainder of the production/transportation process, releases

less carbon dioxide than burning other fossil fuels, the production and

transportation of the gas nullifies those margins. As well, FERC needs to IHD178-3
quantify the effects of the GHG heat-trapping characteristics of

Methane/natural gas from other fossil fuels emitting carbon dioxide. These

are serious environmental concerns for me.

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) accesses methane
unpactmreratwcmyymrpenodashamgﬂglnbalwnnnmg potential 86
times greater than carbon dioxide.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 9IPCC), Climate Change 2013:
Physical Sceince Basis, Anthropogenic and Natural Radiative Forcing. P, 714)

It is a responsibility of FERC to update its review process to include the latest
science. When we look at the normal leakage of even the most tightly run
operation, it is an unacceptable percentage. From the well, to the pipeline, at
the refineries and liquefaction process, and in the consumer distribution
system, the impact of even 1.5 % to 3%, it is huge because of the devastating
nature of methane compared to other GHGasses.

(TPCC Climate Change 2013: Physical Sceincy Basis, Summary or
Policymakers, PP. 27-29.

IND178-4

July 29, 2014, a panel of leading scientists called on the Obama
Administration to give an accurate accounting for the contribution of
methane emissions to potential global warming.

Chapin, Davidson, Hong, Howarth, et al...Letter to the US EPA, U.S. DOE, | moites
CEQ, White House Domestic Policy Council, July 29, 2014

I have not been convinced that FERC has thoroughly incorporated this
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quantifying process in consideration of a license for the PCGP and JCEP
LING project.

IND178-S
continued

CASCADIA SUBDUCTION ZONE EARTHQUAKE

Claiming that there is nothing to worry about with an earthquake hitting the
coastline or into the Cascades is absolutely arrogant. Geologists are telling us
that it is not a matter of “if”” but a matter of “When”. A LNG pipeli

would exacerbate any problems occurring from an earthquake by 100 fold.
‘With waves easily estimated at 43 feet, the Jordan Cove facility would be
damaged and an explosion would rip through the communities of local
residents. Coupled with the ravaging damages from the tsunami and
earthquake, the environmental effect would be catastrophic.

BENEFITS

Questions of costs and benefits for this project, is of major concem to those of
us upon whose land the pipeline is trespassing. The momentary presence of
jobs has become the political fodder for elected officials’ acquiescence for the
project. However, the benefits do not extend beyond the proclaimed two or
three thousand workers involved in laying the construction of the project.
Maintenance of the structures is estimated to employ only a few individuals.
Pipe malfunctions, explosions, ruptures or leaks would of course, necessitate
the employment of special workers for repair as well as hospital workers,
emergency teams and environmental clean-up workers. [ would rather see us
spend taxpayer money to produce jobs that prepare us to respond to disasters
and the increasing dangers spawned from global warming. We need an
infrastructure that offers protection from violent storms, loss of coastline,
drought relief for food producers, more fire stations and refuge centers with
adequately trained personnel. The measly 100 or so workers for the proposed
LNG and Jordan Cove projects do not warrant a great enough benefit to our
communities to offset the environmental damage, immediate, long-term and
potential risks to life and limb.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

The costs to our immediate environment of this p project include
displacement and termination of several endange species’ nesting sites
including the Northern Spotted Owl and Marbled Munelet Red Tree Vole
and the Northern Flying Squirrel. Other sensitive es include the Tailed
Frog and the Pacific Fisher, (now being considered Sl!fm:lE.S»\li:sling).'l‘ln'.rt.:-
classification of forestland by BLM and the USFS managers replaces some of
the best old growth habitat with less desirable areas as miﬁgaﬁng measures
(from Matrix to LSRs). The fact that under current BLM and USFS
management plans this project would not receive nght of way approval and
allow the disruptive and destructive impacts of the pipeline placement,

IND178-6
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IND178-7

The EIS does not claim that there is "nothing to worry about”. The
safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in section 4.13
of the DEIS. As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the DEIS, Jordan Cove
would design and construct its facilities in a manner that takes
geological conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration.

The DEIS discloses that for every acre of LSOG that would be lost
in the LSR, 10 acres of LSOG habitat would be added to the LSR
network (see DEIS pages 4-225 to 4-235). The purpose of the
proposed reallocation of matrix lands to Late Successional
Reserves (LSR) is to maintain or increase the amount of late-
successional/old growth (LSOG) forest within the LSR system (see
DEIS sec. 4.1.3.6). The DEIS recognizes that LSOG forest would
be lost and the construction of the pipeline would result in long-
term (permanent) adverse impacts to wildlife species dependent on
LSOG forest (see DEIS sec. 4.5, 4.6, 4.7). The reallocation of
matrix lands to LSR will result in a change in management
direction at a landscape level. Both BLM and FS planning process
provide for amendments to LMPS that are often used to address
circumstances unforeseen at the time the plans were developed and
approved. Under the federal Energy Policy Act, the BLM is
required to consider an application for a right-of-way grant to use
or occupy federal lands, and the FS is required to consider its
concurrence, should a right-of-way grant be issued. Furthermore,
both BLM and FS are required to consider land management plan
amendments necessary to continue to meet the land management
objectives, if a right-of-way grant were issued. The reallocation
of matrix lands to LSR is intended to ensure that the LMPs "remain
whole", and over time the agencies are able to meet the wide array
of commitments these plans make.
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indicates to me that the project should indeed not be granted approval. The
need to re-allocate lands for management as part of the mitigation, is
mitigation in name only and not an actual improvement to the landscape or
habitat in any respect.

The fisheries so important to the complex web of life and to the economy in
ﬂlePactﬁcNWcanndbeemlymmgmedm because all of our fisheries
are suffering or recovering from industrial assnulls over a 100-year period of
road-building, logging, grazing and mining. The low numbers of salmonids is
the testimonial to that condition. The materials used in laying the pipe such as
diesel fuel, gasoline, engine oil transmission drive, train oil, hydraulic oil and
gear oil, — sllhavebeenknowntokiﬂﬁshwhmcs?%pmgmwﬂwwatenvay,
The blasting of bedrock takes an enormous amount of time to repair and
many of these rivers and streams cannot afford that disruption, particulady as
the effects of warming are already being experienced in increased
extreme flooding events following extreme drought times.

Natural Gas Industry

The Natural Gas Industry,— from fracking to pumping to transportation to
liquification, — is the least regulated of the fossil fuel industries, which is
perhaps why during the ground prep at the Jordan Cove site, Veresen officials
did not notify the DEQ or the EPA of the contaminated soils they discovered
at the site. Without permits they said they removed the contaminated soils
and have placed them in a pile. This was in our newspapers
recently. The CEO had a fip comment about it not being a big deal when one
ofthesnenhaﬂsmﬂlcempduyof\'msennohmdlhsmnotpmpeﬂymd
legally reported to the appropriate agencies. I take this as a serious warning
that it would be just the first of many many cost cutting and hidden actions
that would compromise the safety of the project.

The Jordan Cove Terminal to be constructed on the North Spit at Coos Bay,
will be emitting 2.166 million tons of global warming CO2e per year. (DEQ
Air Quality Permit Application)

That is more than half of what Oregon’s solitary coal plant in Boardman
emits! We will be more than doubling our contribution to carbon in the
atmosphere in order for a Canadian ration to continue to frack, without
any long-term benefits for us but with enormous long-term disastrous effects
to us locally and globally. One of those disasters, beyond the pouring of CO2
into the atmosphere, is the explosion and loss of life that will occur on the day
the tsunami hits our Pacific coastline.

1 can find no discernable benefit to me or to my fellow Oregonians from this
assault on our lands and waters.

EMINENT DOMAIN
Property taken by the government, corporation housed in the USA, or by a
foreign corporation, as is the case here, for use on a project that has minimum

IND178

Continued, page 5 of 6

IND178-8
IND178-9

IND178-7
continued

IND178-8

IND17&-9

Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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IND178-10 Comment noted.

IND178-8
continued

to no benefit for the people of the state or region, is unacceptable and should
be illegal.

Prior to the recent Supreme Court ruling allowing corporations to take
private property for private benefit under the claim that it is serving the
public, people (citizens) may have felt put out, but did not object when they IND178-10
saw a clear public benefit. This project does not exemplify that situation.
There is no direct or indirect benefit to the public for this project, either in
long-term jobs, stable environment, freedom from worry, or lower cost
natural gas supply. The value exchange for the property is not adequate to
the loss sustained to the property by the presence of the pipeline. The
property values plunge when there is a known LNG pipeline traversing it.
Property owners are being asked to sacrifice — not for their community or
their country, but for the private benefit of a corporation. There is nothing
noble or wise, conservative or judicious to this proposed project.

I urge you to deny all permits or certifications for the proposed Jordan
Cove LNG export project and associated 230-mile pipeline (NWP-2012-

Susan Applegate
4739 Elkhead Rd
Yoncalla, OR 97499

541-849-3500
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Ron Kutch, Lakeside, OR
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Comment noted.
Comment noted.
Comment noted.
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IND180 Ron Kutch, Lakeside, OR

IND180-1 Comment noted.
IND180-2 Comment noted.
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IND181-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND181-2  See the response to IND1-2.
IND181-3  See the response to IND1-3.

Project for many r S
o st i p ancel Fane IND181-4  See the response to IND1-4.
e IND181-5  See the response to IND1-5.
IND181-6  See the response to IND1-7.
et s o ety orsia IND181-7  Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
sisase g M Borniay ol Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
R discussed in section 4.7.
- pq:c.l frz IND1E1-3
. S
IND181-4
IND181-8
stable trade for saving
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(B) The creaticn of a berth and the subsequent Fill were not addressed
in the draft ETS. |IND132—8

IND182

Barbara Butler, Coos Bay, OR

IND182-1

IND182-2

IND182-3
IND182-4
IND182-5

IND182-6
IND182-7

IND182-8

These are connected actions under NEPA,; therefore, they are considered together in
one EIS, as required.

Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest Oregon Regional
Airport in North Bend can be found in section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS. In their
December 17, 2009 Order Granting Authorizations under Section 3 of the Natural
Gas Act and Issuing Certificates for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal
in Docket No. CP07-444-000, the other four sitting Commissioners disagreed with
and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent. In a letter to the Commission dated
December 22, 2014, commenting on our November 2014 DEIS for this Project, the
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos County Airport District stated that it
“strongly concurs with (the) recommendation (in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to
document consultations with the Federal Aviation Administration [FAA] and submit
the results of studies before Project construction) and believes that the FAA process
will assure that the Airport continues to operate safely and efficiently.”

See the response to IND1-4 and IND73-16.

Effects on streams are addressed in section 4.6.2.3.

Jordan Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the Pacific Coast of
the United States can be found in section 10.3.4 of Resource Report 10, included with
its May 21, 2013 application to the FERC. Jordan Cove’s application in Docket No.
CP13-483-000 is a public document that can be viewed in electronic format on the
internet through the eLibrary system of the FERC’s webpage (www.ferc.gov). As
stated in section 3.3.1 of the DEIS, our detailed analysis of potential West Coast
alternative ports was included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 FEIS for the original
Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in Docket CP07-444-000. This document is also
available for public viewing through the FERC webpage.

See the response to IND1-3.

See section 2.1.1.2; the waters of Coos Bay are managed by ODSL. Information on
the access channel is provided in section 2.1.1.2; information on dredging and
disposal of dredged material is provided in 2.1.1.12 and in 4.4.2.1. The existing
navigation channel is maintained by the federal government. As stated in section
4.4.2.1, the existing channel would be used as part of the waterway for the Project; it
can accommodate tankers up to 148,000 cubic meters in capacity. A new dredged
channel would be created between the existing channel and the terminal marine slip.
As discussed in section 2.2.1, the Coast Guard would limit the size of tankers using
the waterway to 148,000 cubic meters in capacity. Jordan Cove estimates that about
90 tankers would visit its terminal. Maintenance dredging would continue to be
required for the waterway.

The Port has already obtained an easement for operation and maintenance of the

access channel and the in-water portion of the slip. Environmental effects associated
with excavation are addressed in sections 4.4.1.1.
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Final EIS
IND183 Leslie Burpo, Eugene, OR
IND183-1  See the response to IND1-4 and IND73-16.
IND183-2  See the response to IND1-3.
IND183-3  See the response to IND1-5.
IND183-4  See the response to IND1-7.
IND183-5 Effects on endangered, threatened, and special status wildlife are
addressed in section 4.7.
IND183-6  See the response to IND1-1.
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Public Scoping Meeting

MEMORANDUM TQ:  Office of the Secretary

FROM: Paul Friedman, FERC staff

SUBJECT: Jordan Cove Liquefaction Project
CP13-483
Pacific Connector Pipeline Project
CP13-492

DATE: January 2, 2015

Please place the attached documents in the public files for the projects proposed by
Jordan Cove Energy Project LP (Jordan Cove) in Docket No. CP13-483-000 and by
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline LP (Pacific Connector) in Docket No. CP13-492-000:

. Copies of comments from the public meeting held at Southwest Oregon
Community College in Coos Bay, OR on December 8, 2014

The comments were provided to FERC staff. The documents are NOT
confidential.

Avalil.z.
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Barb S, Coos Bay, OR

IND184-1

IND184-2

FERC is responsible for approving or not approving the LNG
facility. The Coast Guard is responsible for LNG ships using the
channel. Several state and federal agencies have responsibility for
the many permits and regulations needed before the LNG terminal
built. The risks of catastrophic events are discussed in section 4.13.

See the response to IND1-1.
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INC124-3

The Project would only be approved if it meets all laws and
regulations, including the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and
the Endangered Species Act.

Comment noted.
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Michael Krumper
2121 McPherson Ave.
North Bend, Or. 97459

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Below are my comments (in teal) of quoted portloﬂs (in black) of Jordan Cove Energy
and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Draft Immpact S

(Nov., 2014)

Socioeconomics and Transportation (p. ES-11 (p. 51 of .pdf))

Amazingly this section fails to address transportation issues at the near-by South West
Oregon Regional Airport. The Terminal lies under or adjacent to 2 air corridors used by
aircraft when landing or taking-off from the airport’s two runways.

Emissions from theYerminal of fire, LNG, or explosive gases would clearly impact
aircraft on final approach ta land, or in their critical phase of take-off, just after leaving
the runway!

Secondly the Terminal itself is at risk from aircraft crashing into it, while attempting to
land in tow visibility and/or windy conditions. Third the Terminal is at risk from alrcraft
having mechanical failure just after take-off. Fourth not only Is the Terminal at risk

from alrcraft accidentally crashing into it, but there is also a potential risk from alrcraft
loaded with explosives Intentionally crashing Into It, In the context of a terrarist attack!

None of this is addressed in the Draft EIS, and appears to be a major flaw.

4,12.1.1 Jordan Cova LNG Terminal

Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions (p. 4-880) p. 1198 of the .pdf)):
LNG facilities are subject to safety regulations developed by the DOT (49 CFR 193)
and the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (33 CFR 127). The EPA's Chemical
Accident Prevention Provisions (40 CFR 68, which were developed in accordance
with Section 112(r) of the CAA and referenced by Oregon regulations at OAR 340-
244-0230) can also apply to owners or operators of stationary sources producing,
processing, handling, or storing toxic or flammable substances; however, EPA’s
General Counsel has clarified that Section 112(r) and the associated regulations do
not apply to LNG stored at terminals because the material is either being
transported or stored incident to transportation (EPA 2006b).

Aside from LNG, which would be stored incident to transportation, the Project would
not be storing hazardous or flammable substances in excess of any thresholds
identified in 40 CFR 68,and therefore, those regulations do not apply. However, with
regard to the storage of any small quantities of hazardous substances that are not
being transported or stored incident to transportation, the 112(r)(1) general duty
clause does apply:

Amounts of LNG held In storage need to be tightly regulated and monitored. "Incident
to transportation” needs to be specifically defined along with appropriate consequences
provided for excessive storage of LNG amounts and for excessive storage duration,

IND184

Michael Krumper, North Bend, OR

IND184-5

IND184-6

IND1E4-5

IND184-6

Section 4.10 1.4 in the Transportation section of the DEIS discusses
the Project's effects on the airport, including LNG ship traffic. See
the FERC Recommendation in that section requiring the applicant
to consult with the FAA and document the results of studies
required by the FAA.

As stated in section 4.10.1.4, the LNG storage tanks would be 1.4
miles from the end of the closest runway. DOT regulations require
a distance of 1 mile.
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The price to be paid for exported LNG will be a highly variable. China has recently made
an agreement with Russia for significant LNG importation. LNG rescurces are being
developed in North Africa and Southern Asia. Proposed increased use of LNG within the
US for transportation, and possible increased reguiation of the fracking drilling process
will all influence both the price paid for exported LNG and interest in exporting it.

Therefore it is likely that increasing the capacity for storage of LNG and natural gas will
be needed, and storage at Jordan Cove beyond “incident to transportation” standard is
probable in future.

Operational Air impacts and Mitigation (p 4-884 (p 1202 of the .pdf))

In its estimate of pollutant emissions Table 4.12.1.1-6 does not include rate of
pollution emission. The rete of emission may be higher If the LNG pressure in the
storage facility is high due to large storage volume. Storage durations longer than
“incident o transportation” may weaken the storage structure and Increase the rate of
pollution emission. Either or both of these factors could lead to exceeding the AAQS.

A complete analysis would make some attempt to define a polfutant emission rate, and
consider these two factors.

IND184

Continued, page 5 of 22

IND184-7

IND184-8

IND184-7

IND184-8

If Jordan Cove wanted to increase storage capacity it would need
to apply to FERC. The application would need a new NEPA
review.

Table 4.12.1.1-6 presents the expected rates per hour.
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Staternent to FERC 12/8/14 - richard knablin 555 Delaware St. North Band, OR 97459

DOCKET NUMBERS CP13-483-000 AND CP13-492-000
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

| ask for an extension of comment time as this DEIS is far too complex to
examine in the time allotted.

1. - This DEIS also appears to be incomplete, There are so many “will be done”s &
“should be done”s throughout that it seems little has been firmly established. The
pipeline route itself is not established; the FAA has not given its approval; the Army
Corp of Engineers needs to weigh in, and there are many state agencies who must be
heard befare this report is complete. More reasons to extend the time limit for public
consideration of a truer look at this project.

2. - Apparently the purpose and need for this project was defined by Jordan Cove and
accepted by the FERC. That purpose appears to be corporate profits, as there is no
benefit to anyone else from this project. 30 to so permanent jobs is not enough
Jjustification for the enormous negative Impact permanently impressed on southern
Oregon.

3. - According to Jordan Cove's application, the Project s a market-driven response to

the increasing availability of competitively priced natural gas from western Canadian

and Rocky Mountain sources, and robust international demand for natural gas. Then
goes on to admit there are no firm buyers, no market as yet for this gas. There was
supposed to be *pipeline precedent agreements” executed by October 2014, but | have
not seen them as yet.

4. - New reports show that by 2020, Jordan Cove will be the largest emitter of air

pollution in the state of Oregon. Natural gas is mostly methane, a harmful gas that will

be released inevitably as it moves through the J.C. pipes and processes. And of course,
the project is upwind from the largest concentration of human habitation on the

Oregon Coast.

5. - Sea Level Rise

An April 2, 2014 communication relayed that:

“Given the uncertainties in predictions of sea level change along the Oregon Coast and

negative trends of these changes along some areas of the coast (mainly due to the

tectonic rise), it is recommended not to include sea level rise factor into the tsunami
modeling procedure.”

This attitude seems to represent the bottom line for Veresen; dismiss the
unknown variables.

6. - A reputable EIS requires a baseline study of all affected lands and waters. Such a
study has not been done on the Coos Bay, but what Is known Is that poliutants such
as BPAS, tributyltin, PCB' etc. do exist in the bay mud. A warning for any dredging
that might take place to widen and deepen the shipping channel.

7. Finally, | would like to plead with the agency to not turn Coos County into the latest
energy Sacrifice Zone for the sake of corporate profits. Just say NO to Jordan Cove

IND184-8

IND184-10

IND184-11

IND1B4-12

IND184-13

IND184

Richard Knablin, North Bend, OR

IND184-9

IND184-10

IND184-11
IND184-12

IND184-13

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

This is a draft, additional studies and data will be included in the
final EIS. One purpose of a DEIS is to identify additional
information needed, often due to public or agency comments on the
DEIS.

Comment noted.

The FERC environmental staff does not attempt to determine the
economic viability of a project. The Commission will do this as
part of their decision process. The EIS is intended to inform the
Commission of the environmental effects of the Project.

Resource Report 2 filed with FERC on February 6, 2013 and
available on eLibrary, describes the water quality and dredge
material studies. The appendices to this report present the sampling
details and results.
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IND184-14 See the response to IND1-3.
Testimony to FERC; public comment meeting, Coos Bay, Oregon,

I feel compelled to speak out tonight that FERC must reject any and all !
permits for the proposed Jordan Cove Energy Project LNG terminal and

connecting pipelines. There are many reasons why this project is a bad idea.

I'll speak about one; the greenhouse gas, CO2.

The presence of CO2 in the atmosphere at such high levels as we have now
(400ppm) warms the planet and destabilizes the climate. The debate is over
about that! Research continues to support that global warming is a direct
result of the build-up of carbon emissions in the atmosphere. This global
warming results in such problems as severe and dangerous super storms,
melting of the Greenland ice sheet, release of methane from melting
permafrost, warming oceans, sea level rise and extinction of species.
Although your EIS addresses the CO; emissions from the generating plant
will power the LNG terminal, it does not take into account the greenhouse
(GHG) impacts from the additional fracking that will be incurred or the
burning of exported US gas in foreign markets. These impacts cannot be
reduced to less-than-significant levels.

IND184-74

The notion that natural gas is a “clean™ alternative fuel is false. To extract gas
by fracking (an environmentally destructive process in itself), transport it in
pressurized pipelines that can leak and start forest fires, use tremendous
amounts of energy to convert it to LNG and ship it overseas for burning there
is unconscionable in the present state of the world. Ultimately this process
will release millions of tons of new CO: and will contribute to an unstable and
potentially unlivable climate. And what for? Enormous profits for a few
while the systems that sustain life on Earth as we know it will be irretrievably
damaged? That is not possible to accept! It is morally wrong to leave a
ransacked planet for our children and grandchildren.
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IND184-15 Comment noted.

The fifth report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change states
that there needs to be a huge shift away from carbon-intensive energy sources
if we are to head off the worst effects of global warming. We must begin a
rapid transition away from all fossil fuels, including natural gas, and keep the
rest of that resource in reserve for future generations. You, the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, have the obligation to regulate to that end
and you must start now by denying all permits to build LNG terminals and
connecting pipelines. And to Veresen I say, if you want to help the
community of Coos Bay, you are an energy company. You could invest in
helping us all to convert to renewable energy alternatives that would provide
many more jobs in the long run. We would all thank you for that!

IND184-15

Thank you,

Martha Clemons
1320NW 30t St
Corvallis, OR 97330
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Eoviconmaotl Towmt Statemaest,Goued bt eatios 2014 B e TG o aat o G By, IND184-16 Comment noted. See the earthquake and tsunami analysis in
Oregon, proposed (FERC Docket No. CP13-483-000) by the Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P. section 4.2.1.3. Also see the response to IND51-5.
(JCEP), and the associated gas pipeline from proposed {Docket No. CP13-492-000) by Pacific

Connector Gas Pipeline, L.P. (PCGP).

From Charles B. Miller, Ph.D., Prof, of Oceanography Emeritus, Oregon State University
email: charlic@arietellus.com

A strong probability has been established by Oregon State University geologist
Christopher Goldfinger and colleagues that a powerful earthquake and tsunami
sequence will be generated by the near-to-coast Cascadia Subduction Zone during
the active life of the JCEP LNG terminal. The impacts added by the JCEP terminal
to those of such an earthquake and tsunami are unacceptable.

Geoengineering consultants evaluating the likely earthquakes that could impact the
Project used several Oregon Department of Geology categories of subduction “slip’
as appropriate to the plant design. Earthquakes expected from all the applied
categories have “Moment magnitudes,” similar to Richter scale numbers, of 8.9 or
9.0. Such quakes are intensely violent. Tsunami expert Joseph Zhang produced INDHB4-18
tsunami models for JCEP, results of which are not explicitly shown in the EIS. The
model is as good as could be done, but it includes only one incoming wave. There i
no tsunami trough behind that, Real initial tsunami arriving inside bays are
followed by tsunami troughs as deep below the original water surface as the wave
was above it. Moreover, many equally large waves and deep troughs can continue
for 10 to 20 hours after the first inrush. The sequences are prolonged horrors. The
quake and tsunami in Tohoku, Japan, in 2011 tortured and killed the people of citieg
and coastal valleys for hour after hour,

The EIS should describe that horror sufficiently. Here is a preview. The shaking
will move houses and other buildings off their foundations, generating rubble and
trapping many people. Shaking at accelerations up to 70% of gravity will throw
people down, tip shelving onto them, collapse roofs and walls, open impassable
faults in streets, drop bridges, break natural gas lines (possibly including the PCGP)
start fires, break water mains serving fire hydrants and the list goes on. All first
responders and every other capable person will be fully occupied dealing with the
immediate crisis. Then comes the tsunami. Anybody who has not departed for
high ground, likely because they now cannot, can be swept away or drowned while
trapped against some barrier.
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Immediately after a quake, the 24/7 emergency response teams at JCEP will be
dealing with a wide array of impacts, once they manage to pick themselves up off
the floors of their station. They will know that a tsunami will arrive in about 20
minutes, but before it does there will be so many things to deal with under
impossible conditions of electric power outage, darkness, simultaneous rain and
wind, injured plant workers, ..., that they will be lucky to get the LNG-transfer
arms detached from a moored LNG carrier.

Actually, the tsunami will lift an LNG carrier moored in gew\the)JCEP basin, since
its buoyancy will either pull out the bollards to which it is attached or will break the
mooring cables. LNG carriers will either run aground or drift in the enhanced flow.
The notion that tugboats are going to maneuver themselves and a carrier in the

A ) IND184-17
comings and goings of tsunami flow is a fantasy.

In the midst of all this, something on the ship or in the terminal is extremely likely
to break and release LNG, all the excellent anti-acceleration, earthquake
engineering not withstanding. With the tsunami sequence, the causeway from
Highway 101 to the plant will likely be gone or at least repeatedly covered with
deep, moving water. The damaged terminal will be isolated, likely for days. All
that follows will just have to be accepted as the will of Veresen investors and of the
staff at FERC who approved construction of their terminal.

Reliability and Public Safety of May 2013. The main ones are from freezing I

induced by evaporating LNG and suffocation. Fire is an obvious possibility, tho
somewhat specific ignition conditions are required. Not much from Report 11 is i
the EIS. Add it and apply it to the not improbable megaquake and tsunami. Such
damage to the plant will be an environmental impact of the first magnitude,
particularly to plant staff and the public. The improved text will strongly imply
FERC’s responsibility to deny a eenstrzetienpermit. C"e.( +7 1["'5" e

Publie Oonven iesee.
Némf,‘ix /

IND184 Continued, page 10 of 22

IND184-17 As stated in section 4.2.1.3, subsection Tsunami Hazards, the
Emergency Planning and Response Team has reviewed and
approved the LNG vesselprocedures for dealing with tsunamis.
This team includes, among others, the Coast Guard, ODE, Oregon
Marine Board, and Jordan Cove Experts.

The Resource Reports are part of the analysis and are available for
public review on FERC's eL.ibrary.

IND184-18
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IND184-19 See the response to IND1-3.

Comments io the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regarding its

Envi | Impact 8 dated November 2014, for the LNG terminal in Coos

Bay, Oregon, proposed (FERC Docket No. CP13-483-000) by the Jordan Cove Energy IND184-20 See the response to IND1-1.
Projecrt, L.P. (JCEP), and the iated gas line from proposed (Docket No. CP13-

492-000) by Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, L.P. (PCGP) IND184-21 Comment noted.

From Charles B. Miller, Ph.D., Prof. of Oceanography Emeritus, Oregon State University IND184-22 See the response to IND1-4.

email: charlief@arietellus.com

This remarkable document of 5048 pages, including appendices, fails despite its
unapproachable length to mention key environmental impacts of “the project:™

(1) In order for the pipeline and terminal to export liquid natural gas (LNG), natural IND184-19
gas must be available to them. The sources for wholesale natural gas in the
western United Stales are imports (rom Canada and wells created by hydraulic
fracturing that are spaced across the upper prairie in Colorado, across Utah and
Southern California. The geologic and environmental damage from fracking
needs to be addressed for the impacts of the JCEP/PCGP to be honestly

represented in the final EIS.
(2) While greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are discussed and small contributions
from the project are admitted. The CO; pollution from the ultimate burning of IND1B4-20

15.6 million metric tons (Mt} of natural gas after export to Asia from the Project
and from the similar one at Warrenton in the Columbia River estuary are not
mentioned. Careful but simple calculation shows that this will amount to a 0.35%
increase over the roughly 9 billion tons (Gt) of carbon burned annually around the
globe. This seems like a small number, but relative to the likely global increare,
itis large. Most important, it moves fossil fuel consumption in the wrong
direction. That should be explicitly admitted by FERC (and thus by JCEP/PCGP)
in the final EIS. As shown by the belittling mention in the EIS, FERC is aware of
the role of anthropogenic CO; in causing global climate warming.

(3) 1 note that the Environmental Protection Agency has admonished FERC to
include GHG pollution from the ultimate burning of exported LNG in its impact
statements for LNG plants (EPA comments to FERC, Dockets CP12-507 and
CP12-508). U.S. President Obama has signed an MOA with the Republic of
China to reduce 10.5. carbon emissions substantially by 2025. According to The
Washington Post (Nov. 12, 2014), “To meet its target, the United States will need
to double the pace of carbon pollution reduction from 1.2 percent per year on
average from 2005 to 2020 to 2.3 to 2.8 percent per year between 2020 and
2025." We cannot achieve anything close to that if we construct more fossil fuel
infrastructure like JCEP. The final EIS must admit to the full GHG consequences
of the Project. The project should be rejected by FERC for this reason alone,

(4) The near certainty (e.g., Goldfinger et al. 2014) that a very great carthquake and

will be d by the Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) close MR-
inshore |rnp||cs impacts from the ijtxl on the cities of North Bend and Coos
Bay. on the envir in and sur g Coos Bay, that are inappropriately
minimized in the EIS. This comment is extended below.

IND1E4-21
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cont.

Project engineers and geoengincering consultants evaluating the likely CSZ earthquakes
that will impact the Project have selected categories suggested by the Oregon Department
of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGMT). They have gone back and forth between
the M1 (medium) and L1 (large) categories of subduction “slip” as appropriate to the
plant design and the impacts of the tsunami that would follow. Earthquakes expected
from both the applied categories have “Moment magnitudes,” similar to Richter scales
numbers, of 8.9 or 9.0. Such quakes are intensely viclent. Zhang (2012) and Coastal &
Harbor Engineering (CHE 2013, cited in 2014) have run tsunami models of the Coos Bay
by Zhang (2012) using the L1 category. Zhang also modeled the XL1 and XXL1
categories (ves, these are T-shirt sizes). CHE shified the risk downward by using a tidal
stand of “mean high water (MHW)" as the initial arrival time, whereas Zhang used mean
higher high water (MHHW). On the other hand, CHE added a “safety factor” of 1.3-fold
to predicted run-up heights, so the results cannot be very different (the Zhang results are
widely available, the CHE results T can only find characterized in words at CHE 2014).

The Zhang model results are not explicitly shown in the EIS. They are shown in attached
Figure 1. The projected run-up amounts to about 10 m or +30 feet, which, apart from a
+60 ft wall around the LNG storage tanks, is the tsunami from which the design
engineers hope to protect the terminal and power plant. While this is a solid analysis so
far as it goes, it does not go nearly far enough. Problems:

(1) The model’s incoming wave rises from a high tidal stand, and then retums to it.
Initial waves of real tsunami inside embayments like Coos Bay do arrive without
much initial outflow (unlike un adjacent beaches), but they are followed by arrival
of the tsunami wave trough, which can drop water level as far below the tidal
stand as the initial wave was above it (Figure 2). Since the proposed LNG-carrier
mooring basin will be only a few feet below carrier draft, a carrier will almost
certainly be grounded, potentially damaging its hull, propellers and rudder.

(2) The incoming wave app ly moves off up to infinity and is gone. That
must be a necessary simplification to make the modeling possible. However, real
tsunami encountet narrowing and shoaling that tip the elevated water back
downstream, This rushing backflow carries debris from the prior carthquake:
boats, cars, buildings, trees. It is those unforgivingly solid objects that cause much
of the later destruction.

(3) Real tsunami sequences are not just one wave (Figure 1). That is adminted in the
EIS, to the extent that likely intervals to second and third waves, characterized as
decreasingly great, are given (pages 4-244 & 245), though not shown in the
Zhang model. Afier both the 1964 Alaskan and 2011 Tohoku, Japan, subduction
earthquakes, the series of waves aclually continued from 10 to 20 hours, wave
after wave, often with the greatest amplitudes many hours into the sequence.

(4) The EIS should describe that horror sufficiently that appropriate fear is aroused in
the Project’s investors and citizens living it its vicinity. The event will begin with
an earthquake likely to reach Mw = 8.3 to 9.0. Yes, there can be lesser
earthquakes in the region, but the EIS should examine the worst-case scenario.
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Here in respect to point (4) just above is my preview. The shaking will move houses and
other buildings off their found ing rubble trapping many people. Shaking at
accelerations up to 70% of gravity \-.11I throw peaple down, tip shelving onto them,
collapse roofs and walls, open impassable faults in streets, break natural gas lines
(possibly including the PCGP) start fires, break water mains to fire hydrants, and the list
goes on. All first responders and every other capable person will be fully occupied
dealing with the immediate erisis. Then comes the tsunami. Anybody who has not,
likely because they now cannot, departed for high ground can be swept away or drowned
while trapped against some barrier.

The p ial i of a megaquake on industrial facilities dealing with dangerous

materials are clear from Gretel Ehtlich’s description of what happened at the Fukushima
nuclear plant in 2011:

“Not all waves are made of water. The workers described the earthquake as
coming in two intense waves, and by the time the second one started, the pipes
inside the Daiichi nuclear power plant that regulate the heat of the reactor and
carry coolant to it were bursting open.... Oxygen tanks exploded, and the wall of
the turbine building in reactor 1 ked. A tangle of overhead pipes buckled.
Others jerked away from the walls. Minutes later, but before the tsunami wave
hit, the walls of reactor 1 began to collapse. A radiation alarm sounded and white
smoke was scen coming from the top of the reactor.”

Immediately after a quake, the 24/7/52 emergency response teams at JCEP will be
dealing with a wide array of imp once they ge to pick th Ives up off the
floors of their station. They will know that a tsunami will arrive in about 20 minutes, but
before it does there will be so many things 1o deal with under impossible conditions of
electric power outage, darkness, simultaneous rain and wind, injured plant workers, ...,
that they will be lucky to get the LNG fer arms detached from a 1 LNG
carrier.

Actually, the tsunami will lift an LNG carrier moored in new the JCEP basin, since its
buoyancy will pull out the bollards to which it is attached or it will break the cables, LNG
carriers will either run aground or drift in the enhaneed flow. The notion that tugboats are
going to maneuver themselves and a carrier in the comings and goings of tsunami flow is
a fantasy.

In the midst of all this, something on the ship or in the terminal is extremely likely to
bree.k and release LNG, all r.hr. 11 ti leration, earthquake engineering not

W With the i sequence, the causeway from Highway 101 to the plant
will likely be gone or at least repeatedly covered with deep, ing water. The d i
terminal will be isolated, likely for days. All that follows will just have to be auuepred as
the will of Veresen investors and of the staff at FERC who approved construction of their
terminal.

Keep in mind that in March 2014 a very small explosion at a Plymouth, WA, LNG
storage facility shot a small chunk of shrapnel though its tank, forcing an area-wide

IND184-22
cont

IND184
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USE THE BLUE RIDGE LNG PIPELINE ROUTE!

| do not want the pipe line through my property, nor do
my neighbors

| will oppose and fight the LNG project, IF the supply
line is routed through my property! | am not opposed to the
LNG project when using the Blue Ridge route.

Start Logically, why would Williams want to cut though 23
o = ¥
—— private properties when the Blue Ridge route is available?

vivele
The &ute-proposed / ;”JJ—’t] RS l
Endangdg many families
Contaminates their water supplies
Lowers their property values
Makes it hard to sell or build on

I Y XYY P L—cw._

q,'le-f thar
How could it be a better choroe than the Blue Ridge
route that crosses no private properues'?

The Blue Ridge route crosses only a haﬁ-&en water
ways, compared to the 66 crossings on the private property
route! Most of the Blue Ridge route follows an existing
roadway. | understand that a spotted owl may have been
seen, but going down the Blue Ridge roadway and working
around their nesting season is an easy choice compared to
the risks and damage caused by going through everyone's
yards!

My family, myself and neighbors will support and work
with the LNG project, IF the Blue Ridge route is used. We
will do everything in our power to stop the private property /=

_ (Lleil d)e Aegt £, Ytn | Tt

IND184

Ron F., Coos Bay, OR

IHD134-23

IND184-23 Comment noted.
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Melissa Pallin
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FERC Speech 2014-

FERC,

As a second generation landowner and farmer, and one directly affected by the current proposed
pipeline route between MP 11.1R and 21.8, | am here with questions about the recently published Draft
of the Envi | Impact 1 have the EIS and am curious about the following:

*In the Draft EIS, several landowner’s perspactives are accounted for in the argument against the Blue
Ridge Route, but landowners’ perspectives against the current proposed pipeline route that crosses
from one end of my property to the other were withheld.

IND154-24

*The Draft EIS discusses the impact to wildlife in arguments against the Blue Ridge Route, but fails to
mention the impact/threat to human lives along the proposed route, including that of my family and my
neighbors.

*The Draft EiS addresses the 8 water bodies that would be crossed in the Blue Ridge route, but fails to IND184-25
mention the proposed route crosses 65 water bodies, including a major crossing at Catching Slough. The
pipeline will bore through the end of my property and through a major berm of Catching Slough Rd,
weakening the county road structure on top.

*I want to know how FERC plans to address the county road that would potentially be on top of the
proposed pipeline route, and how traffic will be limited due to weight restrictions. 1 am concerned, as
many parts of our road cave in from standard use yearly.

IND134-25

*Liguefaction Is not addressed in the Draft EIS, and | am wondering how FERC and Williams propose to
mitigate the situation when the pipeline already buried in unstable ground, rises to the surface in an
earthquake.

*The threat to my community and my livelihood is not addressed in the Draft EIS, and | am wonde ring l IND184.27

IND184-26

how FERC plans to mitigate the potential loss of human life, and the threat to my children.

*FERC fails to mention the disruption of farming activities that would occur if the pipeline crosses 75% of

my property, and how my livelihood will disappear. IND184-28

Itis for these reasons, and others that | am in favor of the Blue Ridge Route, and urge FERC and others IND 184_26
to join me in support.

IND184-27
Melissa Pallin

IND184-28

The DEIS provides an opportunity for all landowners and interested
partied to provide comments. The comments of the Blue Ridge group
are discussed because the group submitted an alternative and their
comments are the basis for that alternative. The DEIS lists 12
waterbodies crossed for the Proposed Route and 9 for the Modified
Blue Ridge Alternative. These numbers are based on hydrography data
(see table 3.4.2.2-1). As noted in footnote d of that table, field surveys
identified 41 perennial streams and 24 intermittent streams along the
Proposed Route. Field surveys have not been completed for Blue
Ridge route but they would most likely identify many additional small
streams.

If the pipeline parallels a public roadway, the pipeline would not be
placed directly beneath the road surface. In this situation the pipeline
would be offset from the roadway or road easement such that operation
and maintenance of the roadway and the pipeline would not
interfere. Where the pipeline would make a perpendicular crossing of
a public roadway, the pipeline crossing must be permitted by the
appropriate authority (e.g. state DOT or county public works
department).  Typically, these regulating authorities require a
perpendicular crossing of a public roadway to be designed to account
for existing and expected future traffic loads and roadway
maintenance, and no restrictions on future traffic would be required.

Liquefaction is addressed for the terminal in section 4.2.1.3 and for the
pipeline in section 4.2.2.1.

Risks to human life are addressed in section 4.13. As stated in that
section, nation-wide, the risk of death due to incidents involving
natural gas transmission pipelines is low. Deaths from motor vehicle
accidents are more than 20,000 times as great. Deaths from fires are
1,500 times as great.

Effects on farming are disclosed in section 4.1.2.2. As noted in that
section, approximately 1,047 acres of agricultural land would be
affected. Pacific Connector would negotiate with landowners and
provide compensation of crop losses during construction. The topsoil
would be saved and replaced after construction and any damages to
irrigation, fences, or other facilities would be repaired. Shallow-rooted
crops can be grown inside the50-foot right-or-way. There would be no
restrictions on deep-rooted crops on rest of the property would not be
affected.
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission December 8%, 2014
AndCoosCounty Residents.
R g Pacific C Gas Pipeline and Jordan Cove Energy Project, LP.

Bh:hdgeﬂlmme‘ﬁm

Blue Ridge road s and has been for years an improved paved road which serves as
an all weather way to drive from the Fairview Coquille area to the Eastside area of Coos
bay. It also serves as an escape and alternate way for the people who live in the Daniels
{Creek Road ares should e it does become blocked every year from fallen toees, floods,
and slides which can for days leave residents without electrical power and a way to reach
town via the Daniels Creek Blue Ridge cutoff, located at mile 4.9 on Daniels Creek Road
1o Bluc Ridge Road.

BIucRJdgcRoadlsabomsKmlcslongmdnnlyshmBlueRldseﬁxabmn’A
aile oa the side, riding another ridge aliogether froin the Si Fai road
on the south cod 1o Stock Siough Road on the north end.

Being an improved road Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline LP can not remove it!
PCGP LP calls for a 50 foot cleared forever easement which can not be paved or
vegetation grown on except for grass if that to instalf a 36 inch underground highly
pressurized liquid natural gas pipeline. No road could be put back on top of it! Measuring
feom Stock Slough Road south between mile marker 3 and 4 the ridge is barely if at all 50
in width. county map numbers of this area are T26 R1ZW Section 27. The slopes on
either side are greater than 45 degrees down slope and drop from 300 to 400 feet vertical
and o elevations of between 750 and 880 feet. The proposed Bloe Ridge Alternate route
coming from the Fairview areas cross roads starts at 135 feet above sea level only to
socak avound dhe back side of Blue Ridge isclf and climb ko 1600 fect in clevation at and
byﬂummmmmhﬁeﬁﬁﬂw;mndmwﬂw

d narrow ridgeline on Blue Ridge Road. Which from the start up Blue
Ridge has already plowed through a mile of old growth and will go through another mile
before reaching Biue Ridge Road.

Looking and checking maps the best I can the original approved route follows an
existing electrical power transmission line soute which is clesred and has plesty of mom
to ad in a pipeline without clearing any more timber for non replanted stripes through the
county. The original route aiso stays mostly below 250 feet in elevation except for a 12
mile stretch a few miles northwest of Fairview, but is and will remsin clesred because of
the electrical transmission line route. This route as followed on google earth has very
little timber at all other than alder which just has pot boon cleared as of 5/3/13 of google
earth maps. The path is sbout 200 feet wide. Pasture tand would even with a pipe line put
back to pasture land with no problems of cattle or any livestock feeding on it according to
POGL LPs lawyers, to)d 1o the people at the May 30'" 2014 meeting in Coquille Oregon
at the county annex.

Slides and ground movements are a big part of the Oregon coast as per the annual
zain £ we bave 3 nonld be s devactating prohlem 1o heve a highly presaurized gas line
rupture because it was put in a very bad place with no access should a catastrophe

Wﬁwﬁ:wﬂnﬁmﬁrwh that the Alicmaie Bine Ridge Route is an

IND134-29

IND184

David Schmidt and Kathi Windsor, Coos Bay, OR

IND184-29

There is no intention to remove the road. If the pipeline parallels a
public roadway, the pipeline would not be placed directly beneath
the road surface. In this situation the pipeline would be offset from
the roadway or road easement such that operation and maintenance
of the roadway and the pipeline would not interfere. Where the
pipeline would make a perpendicular crossing of a public roadway,
the pipeline crossing must be permitted by the appropriate authority
(e.g., state DOT or county public works department). Typically,
these regulating authorities require a perpendicular crossing of a
public roadway to be designed to account for existing and expected
future traffic loads and roadway maintenance, and no restrictions
on future traffic would be required.
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Jason Monk

IND184-30 Comment noted. Safety is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS;

timber clearing in section 4.5; and seismicity in section 4.2. Also
see our responses to comments IND1-2 and IND5-2.
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IND185

MEMORANDUM TO:  Office of the Secretary

FROM: Paul Friedman, FERC staff

SUBJECT: Jordan Cove Liquefaction Project
CP13-483
Pacific Connector Pipeline Project
CP13-492

DATE: January 2, 2015

Please place the attached documents in the public files for the projects proposed by
Jordan Cove Energy Project LP (Jordan Cove) in Docket No. CP13-483-000 and by
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline LP (Pacific Connector) in Docket No. CP13-492-000:

. Copies of comments from the public meeting held at Seven Feathers Conference
Center, in Canyonville, OR on December 10, 2014.

The comments were provided to FERC staff. The documents are NOT
confidential.
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Multiple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at
Public Scoping Meeting
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Des. 10, 2014

Commeats on the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Draft EIS

iider these in

A
I am not in favor of authorizing the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline for the following
reasons:

It does not comply with the intent of the NW Farest Management Plan to protect I ND185-1
our natural resources.

It does not comply with the Clean Water Act, as it will exceed sediment loads and D552

water temperature allowances.

The EIS does not adequately address safety issues. There is evidence that rural
mhwuukﬂpipeﬁmu&tymmdni,e,&wmmm
thinner

are d, end no q
wydmmitumﬂnmmmymmmwmbe
adequate to protect rural residents.

mﬂpdhewmuhmshndwmmmmﬁm
compensation. A for profit pipeline built for resource export is not a National
mﬁrwmtymﬂMUSTNDTbehﬂtmEnnmﬂumfm
property acquisition-this viclates the basic requirements of emi

The issue of temporary extra work areas should be addressed with specific acres
and land-type identified. The EIS should state how many extra acres will need to
be clear-cut for staging and work areas.
mmmmmgmhcknpplmmrfmledrefommm
efforts, long-tenm noxious weed for riparian buffers, | 01658
mﬂmmmummrmmmmmm ially those
pummdmldnth:SwymdemmmmdﬂnNWFmﬂm
IBE!desnmdhmhuwﬂnnpuhmwuNmﬂmﬂnmwdofwﬂdﬁm
The application should consider the i d fire suppression costs and delays in
fire suppression waiting for “experts” to arrive on scene to advice. The
Emergency Plan in the EIS is not adequate.

The EIS does not addresa Oregon Statewide Land Use Goals requiring
conservation of the “carrying capacity™ of our air and water. |

IND185-4

!w. fully submitted,
Chris Rusch

P.0. Box 185

Tiller, Oregon 97484

Final EIS

IND185 Continued, page 2 of 3

IND185-1 Comment noted. Compliance with the Northwest Forest Plan is
analyzed in for specific resources in the applicable sections of
Chapter 4, see section 4.1.3 for a detailed assessment of effects on
each National Forest and BLM District crosses. Also see the
Cumulative Effects section (4.14).

IND185-2  The Project must comply with all laws, including the Clean Water
Act, or it will not be approved.

IND185-3  See the response to IND1-7.

IND185-4  See the response to IND1-5.

IND185-5 This information is provided, for example see tables 4.1.2.2-2 and
4.6.1.2-2.

IND185-6 Comment noted. Additional mitigation would be required by
regulatory agencies prior to their issuing permits. For example, the
FWS will determine the required mitigation for rare plants in their
BO. See table 2.1.4-1 for a summary of mitigation required by the
Forest Service and BLM on lands they manage.

IND185-7  Fire is discussed in section 4.13 9.1

IND185-8 As shown in table 4.14.3.1, the Project would disturb between 0

and 2 percent of any of the 19 fifth-field watersheds crossed by the
project. On a state-wide basis the disturbance would be very small.
We do not believe that the level of disturbance, while important at
the local level, would affect carrying capacity at the state level.
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FERC testimony re: Jordan Cove DELS IND185-9  The DEIS does not state anywhere in the document that the Project
December 10, 2014 is in the public interest nor does it conclude that it provides a public
F. Boyd Peters 7
800 Railroad Ave. benefit
Wolf Creek, OR 97497 IND185-10 The Coast Guard is responsible for preparing emergency plans.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify. IND185-11 The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific
Bpparently FERC is likely to bless the Jordan Cove Project. ’
AnG sadly. several Oregon public agencies are tilted in the Connectqr post bonds. However, Jordar_l Cove’s June 10, 2014
same direction. Governor Kitzhaber, dig in your heels. MOU with the ODE requires the posting of a bond to cover
Ask the tough questions. Can Oregonians allow a foreign retirement costs. Also, both companies would have insurance to

corporation to violate private landowners with eminent . L.
domain powers, and for gn unneeded pipeline? Guess so. cover the unllkely event of an incident.
The quote unquote “public benefit” is a tortured rationale ND185-9

supplied by a Canadian Corporation who will be the true

beneficiary. First they wanted to import fuel, then they

decided to export imstead. In any event, the “public

bpenefit” to this state is minuscule compared to the costs

of plowing through a wild landscape, private and public.

Governor, you like to fish. Over 200 stream crossings are

proposed, not to bore under waterways, which is bad encugh,

but te crash through them., TIt's cheaper. More profit,

with little public benefit.

The Jordan Cove terminal, sitting on a sand spit, opposite | ,oien
the nearby airport's runway, 1s an explesion waiting to
happen whether by tsunami, earthquake or human error. Will
there be a credible emergency preparedness plan in place
for the Port of Coos Bay, that the U.S. Coast Guard will be
ready to implement? Will the public costs be worth the
foreign corporate profits?

Will the cleanup bond actually cover potential accidents
and will closure costs be adequate when the project ends?
These are guestions the planning document must answer.

MND1E5-11
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20150106-0041 FERC PDF (Unoffisial) 01/05/2015 TETEE IND186 Multiple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at
o - Public Scoping Meeting

MEMORANDUM TO:  Office of the Secretary

FROM: Paul Friedman, FERC staff

SUBJECT: Jordan Cove Liquefaction Project
CP13-483
Pacific Connector Pipeline Project
CP13-492

DATE: January 2, 2015

Please place the attached documents in the public files for the projects proposed by
Jordan Cove Energy Project LP (Jordan Cove) in Docket No. CP13-483-000 and by
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline LP (Pacific Connector) in Docket No. CP13-492-000:

Copies of comments from the public meeting held at the Oregon Institute of
Technology in Klamath Falls, OR on December 12, 2014.

The comments were provided to FERC staff. The documents are NOT
confidential.
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C Council

Pendieton Building Construction Trades Council
AFL-CIO

IND186-1 Comment noted.
PO Box 230 = Hermiston, Oregon 97838

December 12, 2014

Federal Energy Regularity Commission

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Jordan Cove LNG Terminal and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline
Public Comment Hearing

On Behalf of the Pendleton Bullding & Co Trades Council I urge the Federal Energy Regulatory IND186-1
Commission to approve the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and move forward with the construction
of the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal and the Pacific C Gas Pipeline in n.

Construction of the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal will employ a peak workforce of 2,100, with an average of
930 obs lasting four years.

Construction of the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline will employ a peak workfarce of 1,400, with an average
of 840 jobs lasting two years.

Both of the projects will pay Family Living Wages with heaith care and pension benefits.

The Jordan Cove LNG Terminal will pay an average of $25 mikllon per year In property taxes In Coos County.
The Pacific Connector Gas Plipeline will pay an average of $3 milllon per year in property taxes In Coos,
Douglas, Jacksan and Klamath Countles. These Counties have suffered for decades due to the loss of timber
jobs In Southwest Cregon. This is much needed revenue for these Counties for all types of Public Services,

‘With an estimated cost of over 7 billlon dollars this will be the largest praject in Oregon history. This will
show the world that Southwest Oregon Is open for business.

Onca construction on the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal and the Pacific C: Gas Plpeline are leted
they will employ hundreds of pecple in the day to day operations of these facilities.

These projects have been under review for over 10 years, now Is the time to move forward with
construction of both projects.

Enk you, gl ag g
Chuck Little
Secretary Treasure

Pendleton Bullding & Construction Trades Councll

@i wm
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IND186-2 Comment noted.

International Brotherbood of Electrical Workers

Locat Unlon No. 658
4480 ROGUE VALLEY HWY., SUITE 3
CENTRAL POINT, OREGON 57502
{541) 564-0800 = FAX (541) 664-0806

D
December 12, 2014
Dear FERC:

My name Is Leonard (Lennie) Ellis and I am the Business Manager of International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local Union 659. Our offices are located in Central
Point, Oregon and our jurisdiction covers the southern half of Oregon and the northem
three counties of California. We represent over 2000 members In various trades and
industries in that jurisdiction including; Inside Electricians, Outside Electrical and
Telephone construction Linemen, + or - 95% of the public and privately owned
electrical and gas Utilities, Line Clearance tree trimming, water districts and Electrical
Manufacturing. With those 2000 members there are somewhere between 3000 and
6000 lives when you take into account their direct family members, all living in the
lower half of Oregon and Northem California.

The proposed LNG export fadility and pipe line will run directly through the middie of

our jurisdiction. A good portion of our members live, work and play on the public and

private lands in and around those areas which will be directly impacted by the project.

T can assure you that they have closely studied this proposal and their opinion is that

the minimal initial environmental impact will be far outweighed by the huge positive IND1£5-2
social and economic gains for their communities and all of Southern Oregon on the

whole. Those counties along the route are some of the most economically depressed In

the State and the schools and public services here are in dire need of the boon this .

project will provide for the next four to six years of the construction and the long term

positive economic and tax impacts, - -

There are tens of thousands of miles of pipelines currently in operation In our state and
although many of those pipelines are aging, accidents/incidents have been minimal at
most. There are also hundreds of thousands of miles of overhead transmission and
distribution lines in our state, many of which crisscross the path of the Pacific Connector
route. While there may have been some nominal environmental disruption when the
power line rights of ways and lines were initially Installed the environment has adapted
and in fact Is now thriving in those areas. Avista utilities is our represented privately
owned gas utility in our jurisdiction, they recently drilled under the Rogue river to
extend one of their gas distribution lines, there was no outcry about that project and
there was virtually no environmental impact on that major waterway.
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Neal Eberlein

IND186-3 Comment noted.
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20150i06—'o£39 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 01/05/2015 IND187 Multlple Comment Letters submitted to Paul Friedman at
- Public Scoping Meeting

MEMORANDUM TO:  Office of the Secretary

FROM: Paul Friedman, FERC staff

SUBJECT: Jordan Cove Liquefaction Project
CP13-483
Pacific Connector Pipeline Project
CP13-492

DATE: January 2, 2015

Please place the attached documents in the public files for the projects proposed by
Jordan Cove Energy Project LP (Jordan Cove) in Docket No. CP13-483-000 and by
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline LP (Pacific Connector) in Docket No. CP13-492-000:

. Copies of comments from the public meeting held at Umpqua Community College
in Roseburg, OR on December 9, 2014.

The comments were provided to FERC staff. The documents are NOT
confidential.
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Elliott Grey December 9, 2014 IND187-1 Comment noted.
25494 Hall Rd
Junction City, Oregon 97448 IND187-2 Comment noted.
FERC Jordan Cove LNG Plant Talking Pﬂm&‘.‘:" Sy et TS Tt ous S, IND187-3  The applicant would be responsible for mitigation and road repair
| urge you not to make your degision regarding the siteing of the Jordan Cove Gas COsts.
Pipeline and LNG Plant within @ vacuum. You must make decisions within the context IND187-1

of what's going on in the While jobs and profits are important factors to be
taken into consideration, they must be measured against the greater impacts. Given
recent IPCC report as mentioned in the NY Times dated November 31, 2014, we can
no longer expect to maintain temperature changes to below the goal of 2 degrees C
and given our current CO2 and Methane emissions trend, we are more likely headed
toward 4 C to 10 C degrees.

Given the landmark announcement by President Obama and President Xi Jinping of
China committing the world's two largest carbon poliuters to cuts in their emissions by
2025, we can no longer continue to expand our capacities in fuel extraction and

ption. If we continue to build capacity, how are we going to meet the United
Slam goal to cut its emissions up to 28 percent by 20257 Our carbon consumption
budget is coming to an end.

It's inaccurate to say that negative environmental factors can be mitigated given our

limited CO2 and methane budget given the timeframes we are dealing with now. The INEHE72
studies finding that the impacts of this project can be mitigated are either naive or

misinformed given the increases in emissions and the rate of temperature rise.

We must stop this magical thinking that we can just mitigate these seemingly little
negative environment impacts and wake up to the fact that the earths capacity to
absorb these injuries has come to an end, at least in terms of carbon, methane and
other greenhouse gases. We have no altematives for sequestering carbon and we
have no time to wait for them to be developed.

The Jordan Cove LNG plant will be the second largest emitter in the state. The
largest, the Boardman coal bumning power plant, is being phased out due to it's
effects on the environment. This will make Jordan Cove the largest emitter.

This spring, a report by 13 federal agencies concluded that climate change would

harm the American economy by increasing food prices, insurance rates and financial
volatility. Is this report taking these projections into account when stating the impacts
are minoer and can be rrlrligatsd?‘

And speaking of mitigati 'who is going to bear the costs of the mitigation? Who is
going to pay the costs of the Impacts to the roads with the large trucks traveling on
them, fire departments having to add additional staff and equipment, port dredging,
etc; the public, certainly not the pipeline companies or the gas companies.

IND18T-3

Thank you.
Hows Chw you widagnTE TS Lo5S © F ALL Acres of Markiedl

WHE THE & A1E of Okegen 15 Planning tonllow Cledncot
InME Elflorr STATE PovesT, TAE MaM Prwne Wap AT of The
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IND187-4 The mitigation measures that would be required for impacts to
December 9, 2014 habitats are described in sections 4.5 through 4.7, as well as in
Rz, Dodiai Vs (7 A34E8:000 appendices E, F, and S of the DEIS.
’ - e addressed the risks and measures that would be implemente

Pz4s00 IND187-5 We addressed the risks and that would b lemented
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission - Jordan Cave and Pacific Cannector Pipeline Project due to the projects construction in an area at risk of earthquakes and
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) staff has concluded that approval of this project will tsunamis in the DEIS. Specifically, section 4.13 of the DEIS
e e A s e DD SN Samislin addresses the safety and reliability of the project. In addition,
s I e e e Jordap Cove_would be _reqmred to design and construct its faC|I|t_|es
Verisen, one of the foreign companies that s planning this project, plan to mitigate the destruction of an |  'ND187-4 to satisfy stringent design standards and codes that provide design
old growth forest? It takes hundreds of years to create an old growth forest and all the intricate life H H ' H H
forens Hhat ntecact so perfecty within k. s HE 18 Sting ar £t e of reqmrements for geological conditions, including earthquakes and
life that live within this type of forest. The Bureau of Land M the Umg Forest, tsunam|s_
the Rogue River National Forest, and the Winema National Forest will all be told to armend their
environmental standards so that a foreign company can then be legally allowed to wreak havoc on our - 1 1 1
e o T St B A b o i i s s Eo IND187-6  Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be
and homas t be coadamned viaamivent domain and our and gven o these orwlgn companie in in the “public interest.” In fact, the Commission would make its

Id I thri . ill the ocessed - - - .y - . .. .

IS rBI S T A5 Baciiat aoters] o N e s R Ao T vnsits. FEFS iy finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.
toeliow our natural rescusces to b dsiroyad, o have gur homes snd lands ba'taken from s snd given The EIS is not a decision-document. The Commission would issue
to a foreign company, and to build and operate an ge and NG . . , .
processing plant in Coos Bay, in an earthquake and tsunami region (FERC did not address this) and then | o175 its Order after we have produced an FEIS. The Project’s potential
g et oute oot miiont? YOu g st take il these i 1o reeum o o et | morers impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions are disclosed in
might last ayear or two. section 4.12 of the DEIS. It is the Department of Energy, not the
I read the summary of your draft | impact and | did not see you address the I INDIST-T FERC, that regulates the US Energy p0|lcy
dimate impacts of natural gas production (fracking), or the burning of all of this fossil fuel. Climate R . . R . .
policy experts and scientists are warning that it may already be too late to prevent our planet’s IND187-7  Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and

atmosphere from rising 3.6 degrees F— the tipping point at which the world will be locked into a future
of drought, food and water shortages, melting ice sheets, rising sea levels, and widespread flooding.
Natural gas Is a fossil fuel, and when p and burned, gases such as methane
and carbon dioxide into our atmesphere and oceans, causing them to warm up. How s this project
[going to mitigate global warming? 1t will only exacerbate the problem, not only in Coos Bay where it
would be processed, but also when all the fuel is burned. Asia’s appetite for energy is increasing. They
will cantinue to burn coal, in addition to the LNG we provide. The world must limit its use of fossil fuels
if we hope to give our grandchildren a livable planet. This project must be stopped. Many of those who
will speak in favor of this project are those who want to make money from It. Everyone wants someone
else to take responsibility for global g, while they th make money from a project. Yes,
we need jobs, but not in the fossil fuel industry. Let’s invest our future in clean energy projects - salar,
wind, tidal, geothermal, etc. The Verisen Company wants to make money at our expense, and will do
everything in their power to plete thi: Jine - local h safety, and the environment be
damned. But | say we Oregonians must mrrd up and say this project will not be built.

Mary Addams 1657 Wilson St., Eugene OR 97402

production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2, the
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural
gas. In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be
analyzed in our environmental document. See response to IND1-
3. The gas emissions that could result from gas burned at the
proposed Jordan Cove power plant (i.e., a non-FERC jurisdictional
facility) are disclosed in section 4.12 of the DEIS.
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- -,

IND187-8  See the response to IND1-1.

I'm Jean Townes from Corvallis. It is a moral imperative that an
EIS in these times must consider the effects not just locally but on
the planet we all share. The environmental impacts of this project
are far beyond just the lands, ecosystems, and people along the
pipeline and in Coos Bay. The regulatory and permitting
structures and process that are being used were developed in the
context of a time and climate that we have had. That time is past
and the climate is in a deepening crisis.

Permitting new infrastructure to support the export and burning of
additional fossil fuels at this point in the developing global climate IND167-8
crisis is immoral, The EIS devotes a few pages out of 5048 to
considering Climate Change. It states that “Although the Project
emissions would contribute to the overall amount of atmospheric
Greenhouse gasses, it is impossible to quantify the impacts that the
emissions of GHG from construction and operation of the Project
would have on Climate Change.” So because it is not possible to
quantify EXACTLY how the emissions from this project affect the
climate crisis it is apparently not necessary to consider it further.

This project will support a significant increase in greenhouse gas
emissions in the extraction, transportation, processing and burning
of natural gas. The gas moving through the pipeline will be coming
from fracked gas wells which contaminate ground water and which
NOAA has found leak large amounts of methane which is a
greenhouse gas 30 times more potent than CO2. The NEW power
plant that will be built to power the liquefaction of the gas, will be
emitting large amounts of CO2. After Boardman closes it will have
the largest carbon footprint of any single facility in Oregon. The
ships transporting the LNG will be burning fossil fuels and the gas
when it gets burned in Asia will add large amounts of heat trapping
carbon to the atmosphere.

Permitting this project is about enabling investors to make a LOT of
money. What about our moral responsibility to the children and
grandchildren of this planet? What about the people of Bangladesh,
the arctic villages and Miami who are being affected by flooding
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Stuart Liebowitz, Roseburg, OR

Decembar 9, 2014

Stuart Liebowitz
143 SE Lane Avenue
Roseburg, Oregon 97470

Kimberly Bose, Secretary, FERC
888 First Street NE -

As a member of the Douglas County Global Warming Coalition, I strongly
oppose the construction of the Jordan Cove Energy Project. It is fallaci:
to assert this project does not have an unacceptable impact on climate
change. Data from the Environmental Protection Agency shows that once
Oregon's only coal plant closes in 2020, this project will be the highest
greenhouse gas emitter in the State of Oregon. A recent United Matioms
report warned that at the present rate we are burning fossil fuels -

and that includes ill-comceived projects such as Jordan Cowve - in 30 years
we are condemned to a nearly &4 degree temperature rise or higher. And
during the next 30 years, Jordan Cuvewmldadd 60 million tons of deadly
greenhouse gas pollution to the atmosphere. We must say no to the Jordan
Cove Energy Project.

IND18T-3

President Obama recently set a goal of reducing m: gas emissions
287 by the year 2030. Yet the United Mations has found that our efforts
are being offset by these dirty fossil fuel exports. We must say no to
the Jordan Cove Energy Project.

The Mational Climate Assessment released in March stated that here in
Oregon, we are already seeing the devestating impacts of climate change -
ocean acidification, melting smowpacks and increased wildfires. To protect
our State, we must say no to the Jordan Cove Energy Project.

According to NOAA,2014 is on track to become the hottest year on record.

IND187-9 Comment noted. See also our response to comment IND5-1.
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: _ 12.9-14 IND187-10 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
Conunanks on e Joodan Cye Froject : - on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
e IND187-11 Comment noted.

Today we are being asked to give you intelligent comments on the DEIS, 5,000 pages
released less than 2 weeks ago. I'm not sure how you expected us to have reviewed itin

such a short time. . o IND187-12 Comment noted.

Even the February 13 deadline for comments is too short. Please extend the comment time, IND1ET-10 IND187-13 The FERC does not have the GIS data.
especially for west coast people who's letters take up to a week longer to get to your DC

office than other parts of the country.

For electronic comments: Don't shut down your site the day before comments are due, as
you did when our scoping comments were due on this project in 2012. At that time, the day IND187-11
before scoping was due, when most people are trying to maneuver your archaic and
difficult electronic submission site, we were told it was shut down for maintenance, It is
inconsiderate of you to shut your site down in the highest use time for submitting
comments.

2. Maps
Maps in the DEIS have a number of problems — many are such poor resolution they are IND187-12

unreadable, and no one could use them to find project components on the ground, like the
mitigation sites proposed for Forest Service and BLM lands.

1'want to thank the BLM for trying to get me better maps for some areas, but most of the
BLM route, we can't get better maps. The first place [ went for help was the useless FERC
help line. When 1 asked for a map to even see the location of the BLM mitigation sites, I
was told by FERC Help, “No™ because the person sitting in DC, who had no intention of
ever using the maps said “ can read the maps”. | just want to point out here that the FERC
Help site in DC has never been any help at all.

What would really be helpful for us to fully evaluate this project within the short time you

have allowed is for us to have the G1S data. Then we could evaluate this project using the THERE=13,
best on-line electronic maps.

But you have refused to release the good GIS maps of public land impacts... You even

refused to give me GIS maps of my own property that you want to use for your pipeline.

The reason given is: “a competitor could locate and a competing™' pipeline if

good maps were provided to us. That is ridiculous.

But not funny is the next reason given on why we can't have good GIS maps. It is because
someone could blow up the pipeline easier. “Pacific Connector would suffer substantial....
Harm if it's facilities were subject to attack™.?

1 Letter to Forrest English from BLM, 1278 (OR-055) 8-2-13. attached
id

W-942 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
20150106-0039 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 01/05/2015 ) IND187 Continued, page 9 of 17
We often get good GIS maps for BLM and FS projects. But now for this project we can’t IND187-14 We do not expect an attack. Table 4.13.9.2-2 of the draft EIS shows
because you think ight blow it up? If wanted to blow it up, they . . ..
et msmgﬁ{;mff&umﬁm o;"mg[:gmwmw the various causes of outside force incidents on natural gas
pipeline line is. Al you are doing is blocking and stalling the public from being able to pipelines as recorded by the DOT between 1994 and 2013. Included
provide adequateinput. in these statistics is “intentional” damage, which would include an
‘h;mmmﬁm@mwﬁi;gsmﬁwﬁwmh:-mcwu ) attack. As shown in table 4.13.9.2-2, there was one incident of
ve considered a potential in - ially im; our homes. o IND187-14 . . R . . . .

didu't mentlon an stack stall im e DEIS, ~ © 4 intentional damage to natural gas pipelines during this time period,
. Sy or 0.1 percent of all recorded incidents.
B g e e g o | Eeld £ i T3 _ IND187-15 See the response to IND1-7.
cweans ow sefey i fthor compramised becuuse you e el lowee ety standusds IND187-16 See the response to IND1-1.

Because we live in a Class 1 area, you are allowing thinner pipes, to burry it higher, have
less welds and inspections, weaker leak tests, and a host of other cost-saving, profit
enhancing measures for the energy corporations, because if it blows up, only a few of us
would die.

Wﬁkzrﬁmlhm&ﬁﬂﬂn&mbﬁngmdmwmw&mwmm
greater inherent risks than urban areas, like steep, erosive, landslide prone slopes and
forests prone to forest fires.

Our scoping comments asked you to at least consider giving us the same safety protections
that you give people in urban areas, But the DEIS did not consider those scoping INDAET-15
comments, and in fact, it didn't consider virtually any of our scoping comments,

4. Climate Change

The DEIS talks about how climate change can impact this project. But nowhere does the
DEIS discuss how this project can impact climate change. Since the DEIS admits climate INDAB7-16
change is happening, NEPA requires you ider how this ive fossil fuel project will
impact our clk T thi project depends on i 3 fracking and transportati
methane leaks are more prevalent. Since methane is 86 times more potent than carbon,
FERC cannot claim natural gas is a bridge fuel. Instead, FERC should have considered the
pervasive leaks in the system on our climate and on future generations.

Submitted by Francis Eatherington
francis@eatherington.org  541-643-1309

Attachments:

+Climate Impacts of Natural Gas Production and LNG Export, a Synopsis of Current Science. August 201§

* Pacific Connector Pipeline Safety [ssues Specific for Rural Southern Oregon

* Letter from BLM to Forrest English stating the pipeline is "subject to atack” if we have GIS maps to view the pipeline
routs on google carth.
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Pacific Connector Pipeline Safety Issues
Specific for Rural Southern Oregon

Different safety standards are ired for pi in rural areas. Most of southern
Oregonmma“Classl”locauonbmusethmmll]m‘ﬂemhm]dmgsmaone—mde

length of pipeline. This could put rural Oregonians in greater danger than people in urban
areas when the 230-mile long pipeline for the Jordan Cove terminal is built. .

Examples of how southern Oregon would be treated differently than urban areas include':

* Fewer welds are required to be inspected or tested, 10% verses, 100% in urban areas.
"'l'b;marmpmmpenmmd_

*Noi ired on the pipeli
‘Plp:lmﬁmbun:d&'hzghn-

* Maximum distance to block valves is greater.
‘Hydmsmuctﬁ'tpr::msmw:ﬁm

* Maxi allowable g pressure is greater.
'quuencyuprnlnwpamlsmdleaksurveysmhssoﬁm

once it is in the ground.

O'ntcfﬂ.‘reﬂcmlesnfiber P Pamﬁl:[‘ pipeli 2]2m|]csmmaClms
1 location?, allowing Pacific C ifi cost savi ipeline design. This is
because, ﬁmma.deutomn-s onlyaﬁ':wofu.swmlldbelmpacmd perhapsdle.uumd
ofthehuudtedslhatwuuldbempamdmanmbanma.

‘Weaker standards are allowed even though there are significantly more inherent risks in
Oregon’s rural areas. The route through southern Oregon is over the unique geological
features of the rugged Cascade and Coastal mountain ranges, including steep and
unstable slopes, rocky terrain, with earthquake and high forest fire potential areas. Rural
fnmﬂesalsodlgmufonmmymﬂhnmmdfarmmgpmjmthmmdmumcm

4 areas,

The weaker p is were not idered with the inh site-specific
snmhmOregonmksmmnd Ou.rguvumnemshmﬂdrequmFadnmlEnmy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) to ine the duced safety features for

nmﬁmhgsm)dquemmwheihxﬁ:ymvahdforwwlﬁcm

FERC should disclose how much money Pacific Connector is saving with the weaker
regulations. Those cost saving should be given to local governments to enhance
emergency response abilities in the rural pipeline areas.
Compiled February 2014,
Electronic copies of any references listed below are available on request, 541-643-1309

'cFR Tlhﬂ Part 132. Trmlpﬁmﬂun of natural and other gas by plpeiina: Minimum Faderal Safaty
Nln

:3.1.1.1.38id :3.1.1.1.3.28.3>

fdt
TEEIS 2009. Page 4.12-54 through 56.

IND187

Continued, page 10 of 17

IND187-97

IND187-17 As stated in IND1-7, FERC does not set safety standards for

pipeline construction. We do not have any information on the cost
savings requested and any savings associated with these standards
are not a consideration for FERC's analysis.
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Public Comment
Statement

ber 9, 2014 in

ion to the Jordan Cove/Pacific Connector draft Environmental mpact

Barbara Brown, Member
Neal C Brown Family LLC
4085 [bex 5t. NE
Salem, OR 97305

FERC EIS states: Land ownership along the pipeline route is approximately 31 percent
federal, 68 percent private, and 1 percent state lands. About 64 percent of the land that
would be crossed is classified as forest, 17 percent is agricultural land, 10 percent is
rangelands, and about 7 percent is urban or built-up lands. Seven residences were
identified within 50 feet of the pipeline construction right-of-way, and Pacific Connector
has proposed site-specific measures to minimize impacts on these residences. What
will Pacific Connector do to mitigate potential well water contamination? What will they
do to mitigate the emotional distress of the property owner who now has a home within
range of a potential pipeline explosion? What will they do to mitigate the loss in
property values? These concems are not mitigated by minimal easement payments
because no amount of money will remove those risks. The only mitigation proposed by
Pacific Connector is to conduct the construction work during daylight hours to minimize
noise for the homeowners. This is the least of the homeowner's worries!

FERC EIS states: While there are no groundwater wells that supply public drinking
water systems within 400 feet of the proposed Pacific Connector

right-of-way, there are seven wellhead protection areas that would be crossed by the
pipeline route. Pacific Connector identified five private wells within 150 feet of the
pipeline, but none of these are used for drinking water (irmigation only). This
appears to be incomect information supplied by Pacific Connector. Our neighbor will
have the pipeline cross her property within 50 feet of the well that supplies her drinking
water. Is there other incorrect information supplied by Pacific Connector which the EIS
is based on?

Reganrding river crossings, FERC EIS states: ... Pacific Connector would use dry open-
cut methods (including dam-and-pump and fiuming) at the remaining water body
crossings. Again, impacts from dry crossings would be temporary and localized, with
most construction occurring at a single crossing within a 48-hour period, and models
predicting TSS levels less than 100 mg/ within 10 m downstream of the crossing. The
pipeline will cross the Middle Fork of the Coquille River on our property. The impact will
not be temporary. The area the pipeline will cross is an area where family members
picnic and fish. All of the large Oak trees that provide shade for the fish habitat will be
removed. There will be a 100 feet wide swath of bare land across the river where it is
currently shaded with many old and young trees. It is my understanding that the pipe
will be laid in a trench across the river during low river levels. In the winter what will

protect the pipe from floating debris when the river rises as it does each year? What will

happen to the fish when the shade is gone? They are not likely to return anytime soon.

lof3
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IND187-1%

IND187-20

IND187

Barbara Brown, Salem, OR

IND187-18

IND187-19

IND187-20

Risks to human life are addressed in section 4.13. As stated in that
section, nation-wide, the risk of death due to incidents involving
natural gas transmission pipelines is low. Deaths from motor
vehicle accidents are more than 20,000 times as great. Deaths from
fires are 1,500 times as great. Effects on property value are
addressed in section 4.9.2.3. See the response to IND1-5 for your
comment on eminent domain.

Many domestic water supply wells are not registered or identified
in publicly available state databases, and therefore not all wells in
the vicinity of the proposed pipeline have been identified. This is
explained in section 4.4.1.2 of the draft EIS. Pacific Connector
would verify exact locations of water supply wells, springs, and
seeps during easement negotiations with landowners.

Details on waterbody crossings are disclosed in section 4.4.2.2.
Also see FERC's Plan and Procedures. Effects on fish are described
in sections 4.6 and 4.7.
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Public Comment December 9, 2014 in opposition to the Jordan Cove/Pacific Connector draft Environmental Impact

Statement

Barbara Brown, Member
Neal C Brown Family LLC
4085 Thex St. NE
Salem, OR 97305

FERC states: Removal of shade by clearing streamside riparian would not
greatly increase water temperatures, The maximum increase was 0.3°F at
one 2-foot-wide crossing; and modeling indicated that in stream water temperatures
would retumn to ambient conditions within a short distance downstream from all

This contradicts the Oregon Forest Practice Act contained in Oregon
Administrative Rules 629.

FERC further states: The pipeline route would cross 15 fifth-field watersheds with
portions located in the transient snow zone (2,000- to 5,000-foot elevation range),
affecting about 2,121 acres within the transient snow zone. Only clearing that
permanently alters canopy cover could affect long-term peak flows. When only
considering forest clearing within these 15 watersheds, pipeline disturbance to forested
vegetation types would represent only 0.07 percent of the fotal area of these
watersheds, which we do not consider to be a significant adverse impact. Evidently our
river crossing is not contained in this count because it is not in Forest Zone but in
Farm/Forest. How many other river crossings are not d in the 0.7 p t of
total watersheds?

“The FERC staff concludes that approval of the Project would result in some
limited adverse environmental impacts." There is no mention of the financial and
emotional impacts to the human beings that will be permanently affected by the pipeline
and Jordan Cove facilities during and after construction. Are there any laws or
regulations that will protect the people from unnecessary seizure of private property for
the unsubstantiated promises of “jobs” for the unnamed few?

FERC concludes: lfﬂbePr*disfmndmbeinﬂBpuhﬁ:
and In accordance with the recommended miti

that it would be an environmentally acceptable action. Oucuriduninnlmbassdaﬂ

agancles and input from public groups and individual citizens. Who defines “public
interest” and with what criteria? Are there any laws to protect the safety and property
rights of the citizens?

3of3
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Final EIS

IND187 Barbara Brown, Salem, OR

IND187-21 This estimate is based on right-of-way clearing studies in Oregon
and on established models. We are not clear how this contradicts
rule 629 for forest practices.

IND187-22 The number of acres cleared in the farm zone would be too small
to affect the 0.7 total.

IND187-23 Claims under eminent domain are not considered by the court, a
judge would determine whether eminent domain applies and the
rights of property owners, including fair compensation.

IND187-24 The Commission would make its finding of public benefit in its

decision-document Project Order. The Commission would issue
its Order after we have produced an FEIS.
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IND187-25 The DEIS does not make these claims. Furthermore, it is the

Testimony from: : Department of Energy, not the FERC, that is responsible for the
SOOGNE 37 Ave U.S. energy policy.

Portland, OR 97211

503-407-8749

kalmkalm com

Fnrﬂ::ﬁrsttlmemhmnm history the sky really is falling. Climate change is the greatest
hall facing h ty now or perhaps ever in its’ history. To suggest that LNG is a solution
tochmmchmgelsthemeanrglmgthntﬂmmngk:mmeonaﬁmmngmdwxytoputthe
fire out b is Jess fl ble than line. LNG is not a “bridge fuel”. Itisa
bridge to ca:xstmphe Putting any resources into new fossil fuel infrastructure is simply

dn All avail must be used to expand sustainable energy production and
conservation.

IND187-25

ltlsnlan mnnecttonrguethlt[.NG which is primarily methane, is less polluting than other

it produces less CO2 when burned. In fact, methane is 30 times
morepotentlthMa.snhﬂtmppmggasandlusenmmledﬁuﬂ%ufthnmnhaneemmed
and transported in LNG production will be leaked directly into the atmosphere. This is a point
not usually m:ntioned by the LNG industry’s advocates.

Lastly, please note that LNG is not a replacement for existing fossil fuel infrastructure. We have
not heard of any plans to dismantle existing oil or coal facilities. Rather, LNG is an ADDITION
to an already out of control problem.

I beg of you to stop this insanity and say no to the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal and Pacific
Connector Pipeline and all other fossil fuel infrastructure expansion.
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IND187-26 Impacts to wildlife and their habitats are addressed in sections 4.6
fandaniCove and 4.7 of the DEIS.
Testimony — Kelly O'Hanley — December 9, 2014

My name is Dr. Kelly O’"Hanley. The purpose of my testimony is to call attention to

the effects on wildlife that would be caused by the building an LNG pipeline
across the State of Oregon.

IND187-28

Pipeline construction would likely have substantial, unintended and deleterious
consequences on forest habitats. A 95-foot swath of clear-cut forest through 75
miles of public forests, by definition, fragments the forests and creates extensive
new “forest edges”. Most ecologists will tell you that, in balance, forest
fragmentation and additional forest edges are a bad thing. Many forest-dwelling
species avoid forest edges. Therefore, both dispersal and general connectivity are
decreased. Habitat loss negatively affects breeding success and foraging success.
Also, there is usually higher predation pressure along forest edges. Edge habitats
experience microclimatic changes - including increased evaporation, increased
temperature, increased incident solar radiation, and decreased available soil
moisture.

Examples of species known to have been negatively affected by forest
fragmentation include pine martens, brown creepers, spotted owls, and gray
wolves.

An additional negative effect of a band of deforested land is that it provides a
gateway for introduction of non-native invasive species.

The collateral damage caused by the pipeline effects species that, unfortunately,
are not able to come here today to testify on their own behalf. | am but their poor
messenger. | pray that you will keep these animals and their welfare in your
minds and hearts. If you do so, there is only one right answer open to you that
would protect their well-being. That is to say “no” to proceeding with an LNG
pipeline across the State of Oregon.

Thank you
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After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
the Jordan Cove'Energy and Pacific Connector Gas Pipefine Project
(PCGP) uappw:z you falled to adequately address the
dacnmmluloulnh of the pipeline and it's right-of-way. In Section 2.7
of the DEIS you address the decommissioning and restoration of

the facilitles at Coos Bay and provide monles for that purpose but you
failed to pravide money or a plan ta dmmmlsuion the pipeline and
R‘crlght-oh;ay. In Section 2.7 of the DEIS you state the life of the
project to be about 30 years and In Section 2.1.5 (Right-Of-Way Grant)
of the DEIS you state that the BLM and NFS permits to cross their
landkis __tor a “SC;;ear term.” Based on the DEIS findings that othor
gas expoﬂ tami_;als on the west coast are in the planning stage
(Section 3.2.2.4 of the DEIS), one In Alaska page 3-10, one In Oregon
page 3-8 and 7 In British Columbla page 3-10 of the DEIS. It appears
the DEIS finds t‘heu is enough existing natural gas pipelines in the
areato pmlda'.natuml gas for the foresesable future (Section 3.2.1
page 3-5 oftheDéiS) and with ever changing technology there is a
verygoodi:hanoéln 30 years or less there will be no need for thie

project. 1also 1h_ink the final EIS should address the return of private

IND187-27

IND1B7-28

IND187

Tim Ryan, Days Creek, OR

IND187-27

IND187-28

As stated in section 2.7, this would require a separate application
and analysis under section 7(b) of the NGA.

See the response to the previous comment.
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right-of-way lands, once restored, back to private landowners. This
IND18T7-28
cont.

would prevent PCGP from selling or donating the right-of-way lands

through private properties. | would like the final EIS to include:

A AnIindepth plan for the removal or abandonment of the pipeline,

B A plan to restore the right-of-way lands as best as possible and
retumn It to.the privete landowners.

C  Money setaside for A and B (In the form of a bond, not a letter

of credit orll_lrmm).
Hmmmmmmtheﬂmlﬂsﬁlmhagm
possibliity the final owners of the PCGP will file bankruptcy when the
project is no longer ﬂnhnelally feaslble. For this reason a letter of
credit is not a:::t:aptable. They need to put up a bond for this purpose.
In closing | do not want the taxpayers stuck with the environmental

cleanup of 232 miles of 36” abandoned gas pipeline.

“Tim /@m\
PO Box 2%
i Greek OR 97427

Fimpgan fif€quboc.com
Zyd-§a5-35€f
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FERC TESTIMONY

< etters to the Editor
Ashland Daily Tidings

Open Letter to Governor John Kitzhaber:

By saying NO to the proposed Liquefied Natural Gas pipeline, Oregon
can show what true environmental protection in action looks like.

I’ﬁ a 4% generation Oregonian whose children and grandchildren were
born not far from the Rogue River. I'm writing on behalf of my family
and that beloved river.

I respectfully suggest that you sit beside and listen awhile to one of
the rivers that would be directly impacted by the pipeline, before
coming to a decision about the matter.

Please be courageous now in the face of pressure from the oil Industry
to impose expansion of its reach. As Oregon’s chief executive please
use your influence to stop the pipeline’s destructive path through our
beloved state and beyond.

The push for construction of the pipeline can be met and stopped when
enough Oregonians understand what is at stake: the wellbeing of the
land, the water, and the air that sustaln us.

I appeal to your affection for Oregon’s lands and waterways. Thank
you for your efforts on behalf of the power of limitation -- a renewable,
sustainable, and as yet largely unexplored resource available to us all.

Sincerely,

Stacie Smft.
Stacie Smith

PO Box 1404

Medford OR 97501
staciecsmith64@gmail.com
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Donna Swanson, Ashland, OR

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Public Hearing on
Jordan Cove Pacific Connector Proposal for
Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Pipeline and Export Facility Project.

December 11, 2014

Testimony of:

Donna Swanson

863 Plum Ridge Drive
Ashland, OR 97520

| have prepared a visual display to attempt to illustrate the enormous scale of this
project and the potential for destruction it will bring to our State. Oregon is a
popular tourist destination because of its natural environment, beauty, and
sporting opportunities.

Hena is the State of Oregon (pointing to display).
This is the proposed 234 mile route of the LNG pipeline from Melin to Coos

Bay.

* Along this route the pipeline will need to traverse nearly 400 streams and
waterways and five large rivers: the Rogue, Coquille, Coos, Umpqua, and
Klamath. This requires tunneling under the rivers and streams, rerouting of
the rivers during construction and severe disruption to the flow of the river
and to the habitat of fish.

* The actual pipe is 36" (3 feet) in diameter compared to the average 8-9" gas
pipeline. The pipeline will carry Methane gas, a colorless odorless gas to be
liquefied at the proposed facility at the coast and shipped to foreign
countries.

* This is an unbelievable number of rivers we are giving over to untried
methods and for commercial gain. VWhy are we being offered as a conduit for |N2185-1
the transport of fracked gas from Canada and the U.S. for export?

* |tis not for the public good, nor to help the jobless in Coos Bay and
environs, it is for export to Asia and the financial benefit of Verisen, a
Canadian firm. This company will be causing the public to pay for the cost of |ND128-2
global warming simply from the leakage of the methane that occurs in the
transportation and delivery of the gas.

= In the event of a leaking pipe or disaster, methane gas is released and
because it is an odorless/colorless gas its location will be difficult to pinpoint.
The value for methane is 35 - 85 times carbon dioxide, depending on the
number of years assessed (100 year Global Wamming Potential is 35, the 20
year GWP is 84-86). Only about 2-3% needs to leak to negate the
combustion advantage of methane over oil/coal. And leak it does from the

IND188-1

IND188-2

The methods for stream crossings are discussed in section 4.4.2.2.
These are not untried methods, they have been used successfully
for years. Also see FERC's procedures for waterbody crossings.
Also see the response to IND1-3.

Comment noted. The DEIS evaluates the environmental effects of
the proposed project. The Commission will determine whether the
Project is for the public good.
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fracking site through the pipes to the end - often it is way above that critical
percentage.

The pipeline route is located in both earthquake and Tsunami zones. In the
event of a disaster, we will be paying a great price both physically and
financially.

The latest projections say that fracking and LPG has a lifespan of
approximately 20 years it will no longer be profitable to continue the practice
of fracking, with lower prices, less demand, and fracking coming online in
other countfries. So our environment and natural beauty is being
compromised for a very short-term gain, and the gain is not ours.

California and Washington protect their coastlines by not allowing this kind
of commercial development and the shipping of fuels, so the LNG producers
are looking to Oregon. The Canadians aren't interested in exporting their
gas from Canadian ports preferring that we assume the risk.

IND188

Continued, page 4 of 16
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IND188-3 The effects on employment and the economy are addressed in

To: State and Federal Officials section 4.9.1.4.
From: Kathy Dunn Read By__ Ve sn. Nowitzty IND188-4  The Project does not include fracking. See the response to IND1-
3.

IN MY OPINION, THIS FRACKING PIPELINE THAT IS PLANNED TO BE BUILT
BETWEEN KLAMATH FALLS AND COOS BAY IS NOT GOING TO HAPPEN FOR THE
FOLLOWING REASONS:

ECONOMIC: Temporary jobs wi_ll haye little impact, even in the s!mrt term. Long
term profits will go to already rich corporations that (not wham) get breaks on
taxes, so potential trickle-down economic impact both state-wide and nationally (F—
will be nil. The detrimental effects of toxins will affect farmers, timber families
and anyone who wants to toss a worm in the water (either fresh or salt) and catch
a fish.

ENVIRONMENTAL: The risk of carcinogens and a multitude of other effects from
fracking are well documented. This pipeline will unguestionably harm wildlife on
land and in water, our precious waterways themselves, every bit of vegetation,
the land itself, and people. Please note: people will be physically, emotionally
and psychologically harmed due to fracking. It's happening elsewhere and there
is no doubt that it will happen here. We value the wetlands of the Klamath Basin,
the headwaters of our rivers, the earth that gives us life itself and the vital port of
Coos Bay. Our environment here is both sensitive and rare, the most diversified
botanically short of the rainforest. Don’t frack it up!

-ETHICAL: For the afore-mentioned reasons and many more, Keystone is going
down and so will this. Southern Oregonians may be small in numbers, but will not
let this happen. If you don’t see a lot of faces at this hearing, it just might have
something to do with scheduling it at a time of year when folks are at their
busiest with the Holidays...| find this timing...interesting. Our numbers and the
power of our voices will grow and will be heard.

IN CONLUSION: The planned fracking pipeline between the Klamath Basin and
Coos Bay can be summed up in one word: OBSCENE. Thank you for your full
attention to this issue.

Kathleen L. Dunn, Public Schoolteacher (disabled/retired)
1935 Ashland Mine Rd. Ashland OR 97520, 541-482-8330

PAIEY

IMD138-4
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IND188 Susan Delles, Rogue River, OR

IND188-5 The Project would have little effect or no long-term effect on the

121114 Rogue River. The pipe would cross under the river either using
To whom it may concern: HDD or direct tunneling. See the discussion in section 4.4.2.2. See
My name is Susan Delles I live in the Evans Creck Watershed on Sykes Creck RA-RAW- section 4.6.2.2 for effects on fish.

s i SRS IND188-6  See the response to IND1-2.

I am extremely concerned and appalled about the Jordan Cove Pipeline which will go through IND188-7  See the response to IND1-5.
mmmmmmﬂﬁﬁmMEmy“ IND188-8  See the response to IND1-4 in regard to earthquakes. See section
changed by this intrusion. 4.6.1 for effects in Coos Bay. See section 4.7 for effects on listed

RIVERS . . species.
This pipeline will cross 379 bodies of water including five major rivers, It will affect the

community of Trail Creek on the Rogue River which is a major Coho spawning area. | am
personally familiar with that area where I have written comments on various BLM projects. This
project will destroy that watershed and seriously threaten the Coho fishery on the Rogue River.
Immwwﬁlhﬁmmmekoﬂwmmchlsumﬂhﬂyn[
water for recreation and tourism. ND182-5

WMquhlyhmwdsuumsmlheadynpmblunfwow&m&mﬁshme&m
mmﬂdamgemhwunlomuﬂwdmmddhwywﬂdhawmwmpanﬂw
stressed fish populations some of which are

ACCIDENTS

The possibility of accidents due to leaks and possible explosions are made more probebly by the
lower safety standards approved for rural areas. The possibility of fires, due to explosions caused

by leaks are especially of concern in Southern Oregon when summer drought conditions are
highest. Fires spread rapidly in this area. NO186-6
The companies chosen to build the pipeline-Williams and PP&L have poor safety records. PP&L
is still fighting lawsuits from the city of San Bruno over destruction of houses and properties
caused by a gas leak a number of years ago.

PRIVATE PROPERTY

Most private land owners that are impacted by this project are opposed to it. As a land owner [
can empathize with these people. The use of “eminent domain” for the right-of-way by a foreign
company against American land owners should be illegal. The compensation received in most IND1ES-T
cases will not be what the land is worth and the decrease of resale value is obvious,

COOS BAY

Many people in Coos Bay are in favor of this project becanse of the jobs that will be created. Is
the environmental damage to the Coos Bay estuary by dredging and the loss of endangered wild FiD{BEE
life really worth it? Have you also considered the threat of building this terminal on an
earthquake subduction zone?
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IND188 Continued, page 7 of 16
2
IND188-9  See the response to IND1-1.
st s e i el IND188-10 See section 4.61.2 for the effects of right-of-way clearing in
This project is a boondoggle that will create large profits for some corporations at the expense of wildlife
the residents and tax payers of this state. Please reconsider your decision. !
B IND188-11 A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “...U.S. natural gas
Qi Tosren _ ‘ , . prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before
ﬁmﬂn&g&ﬂmemn 114 dotmine e o e ourrliznoe on fossl ites considering the possibility of additional exports.” Another 2012
mﬁﬁfﬂﬂ&"ﬁﬂ“mmﬂﬁ” P EeTICRR e o i T Ak study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the
ik e nation is ..p,r’OJected to gain net economic benefits from allowing
wuldllfc, especmllymdmgmedspocmtha:depcndonthnse forests. Ocean species such as \ND188-10 LNG exports.
whales and sea turtles would also be impacted. Twemmeefedmﬂ!yhsnednrthrﬂtened .
species would be affected. IND188-12 Your comment on water use is noted. See the response to IND1-3.
m&;mml}mbablymremmpnmhm nndwemllmtseennyoi‘ﬂm |\ND1BB-11
. benefits of this project.
Mwﬁzmemrmtmmwdwxmmmdwehmmndlm |IND‘\88-12
of methane lcaks.
Susan Delles -
2801 Sykes Creek Rd
RogueRwer OR 97537
(< [ Org -
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IND188 Diana O’Farrell, Ashland, OR

CONFUSING COMMENTS FROM FERC ABOUT ITS SCOPE

IND188-13 Comment noted. See the response to IND1-3.

Despite the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's clear authorization
to examine cumulative environmental impacts of the Jordan Cove Export
Terminal/Pacific Connector Pipeline, its Draft Environmental Impact
Statement has made some confusing statements that must be addressed
more clearly.

We ask that FERC specifically re-examine its assumption that the project
does not demand increased fossil fuel extraction and further that FERC
take this into consideration when examining the cumulative environmental
impacts of the project and evaluation of the project's public benefit.
IND188-13
In its draft statement, FERC claims its analysis precludes consideration
of “out of scope” issues such as: “the need to export LNG; horizontal
hydraulic drilling through shale formations during exploration for natural
gas (often referred to as “fracking”); induced production of natural gas;
“life-cycle” cumulative environmental impacts associated with the entire
LNG export process...”

FERC also claims “The 'life-cycle’ cumulative environmental impacts,
from exploration, production, and gathering of natural gas; transportation
to Pacific Connector; and shipment of LNG overseas from the Jordan
Cove terminal are far beyond the jurisdictional authority of the FERC ..."

Despite these claims, its draft statement argues that “induced or
additional natural gas production is not a “reasonably foreseeable”
indirect effect of the Project, and is not addressed..”
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IND188 Continued, page 9 of 16

Page 2

This is confusing since the Department of Energy (DOE) states:
“According to Jordan Cove, this .. [project].. will support increased
production of natural gas from shale formations ....”

Furthermore, the FERC anaylsis states that “existing transmission
pipelines in the western states are underutilized. So, in this case there
is surely no need for the project, unless it is expected that further [
natural gas will be extracted to meet the expectations of Jordon Cove - [
which, of course, the Department of Energy notes, is the case.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission must be made to provide
what it was clearly given authorization to do: to examine cumulative
environmental impacts of the Jordan Cove Export Terminal/Pacific
Connector Pipeline and give a thorough impact statement. “Clear” is the
operative word - without it no intelligent conversation can be had about
the Project, which should lead to the best decisions about our present
and future environmental concerns that will impact us for decades to
come.
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| Eiuz.

JC - PC HEARING COMMENTS
Speaker 1- Intorwmtiqn;:l Juﬂog and Climate I.Irqm_qu
1) Speak on behalf of those without a voice — the children unborn or too
young to understand — our children and grandchildren. )
.2) We must all place a high priority on leaving for future generations a planet

that offers them something resembling the hospitality it has offered us.
3) The scientific evidence is as clear as science ever gets:

a. The Planet is warming

.b. - Human actions are largely responslhle through emimng gasm from
fossil fuel extraction and consumption.

4) The Projections are equally clear:. .

a, Absent our concerted and urgent action, at some stage within afew
decades, the current tra jectory of greenhouse gas emissions will
cause the planet to cross a critical tipping point of warming

b. We do not know exactly when that will be but the math tell us we -
could easily emit enough polluﬂnn ‘within the next 14-15 years to
pass an internationally agreed target limit of 2 degrees Centigrade.

5) The math tells us that to keep global warming below that critical tamet

" level, we must Ieave the majontv of known fossll fuel reser\res in the

" ground. :

6) It is incumbent upon all of us, in our indluidual daily lives, in our
professional activities, and through collective agreements to minimize the .
emissions of greenhouse gases whenever we can.

7) We are here to urge the Federal Energy Regulatory C ission to exert’
the leadership that its responsibilities to the future demand and evaluate
this proposal in relation to its pote_ntiél impact on global climate chaos

IMND188-14

S a5

IND188 Continued, page 10 of 16

IND188-14 See the response to IND1-1.
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* JC - PCHEARING COMMENTS
Speaker 2 - The critical climate role of FERC

1) FERC's responsibility in analyzing this proposal is clearly stated in the DEIS
itself: evaluating the ‘need and pulnc benefit’ of the Project.

2) FERC acknowledges the need to evaluate the project in terms of NEPA {the
National Environmental Protection Act)

__3) The Chairwoman of the President’s Council on Environmental Quality has

stated quite clearly that in evaluating the environmental impact under
NEPA, agencies know they should consider greenhouse gas emissions.

4) FERC acknowledges also that the evaluation should inr.lude cumulative
environmental impacts of the project and al'bernath.'es

5] Additionally, FERC acknowledges that evaluating the cumulatwe
" environmental impact should include consideration ofthe impact of this
- project along with other past, present, and reasanablv foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or nori- Federali or person
undertakes such actions. ) .

6) We are here to enmurage FERC to conduct exactly the kind of analv5|s that
it is authorized to undertake, including the oumulative emnmnrnental
impact of this and other projects. ’ i

IND188-15

IND188 Continued, page 11 of 16

IND188-15 Comment noted. See section 4.13 for the cumulative effects

analysis.
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6150106-0043 TRRC 738 (notticial] 178/ T o) AT AL S | IND188 Continued, page 12 of 16
- ' 5 o _ IND188-16 Comment noted. Cumulative impacts are addressed in section 4.14
JC- PCHEARING COMMENTS . - oo of the EIS.

_ " Speaker 3 Confusing Comments from FERC about its scope
1) Despite the clear authorization to examine cumulative environmental
impacts of this and other projects (as stated earlier), FERC claims: its
analysist precludes consideration of ‘out of scope’ issues such as: “the need
to export LNG; horizontal hydraulic drilling through shale formations during i
o - exploration for natural gas (often referred to as “fracking”); induced ) :
“——produttion of hatural gas; WWWMW
. associated with the entire LNG export process...

FERC also claims in the DEIS that: “The 'Irfe-wde' wmulatr\re environmental . g

impacts, from exploration, prol:l_uctian and gatherlng of natural gas; ) ,

transportation to Pacific Connector; and shipment of LNG overseas from
-the Jordan Cove terminal are far beyond the jurisdictional authoﬂty of the
. FERC or the activities direcﬂy related to the Project.” : .

. 3) Despite these claims, the DEIS argues that "induced or additional natural
gas pmductlon isnota reasonably fnreseeable" indirect effect of the
Project, and is not addressed...”

This is nonfuslng since the Department of Energy states 'According to
Jordan Covwe, this ... [prnject] . will suppoﬂ irk:l‘eased pmduction of natural
gas from shale formations ..
Furthermore, the FERC analysns states that “existing transmission pipelines
in the western states are underutilized.” If this is the case, there surely is-
no need for thé project, unless it is expected that further natural ges will be
needed to meet the export expectations of Jnrdan Cove — which, of course,
Is exactly the case. i
6} We ask that FERC speciﬂl:ally re-examine its assumption that the project
does not demand increased production and further take this into
oonslderatlon when examining the cumulative environmental impacts it
indicates it will undertake. :oL 3

2]

=

4

IND158-18
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Py Ao
I -':-&‘I‘i‘aams COMMENTS

Speaker 4: Wildlife Impacts

1) About one thm‘i of the proposed Pai:lﬁc Connector Pipeline {about 70 miles)
will cross Forest Service and Bureau of Land management land.

L2 Additionally 10% of its distance will pass thtuugh Late Successional Reserve

forest.
__3) Toallow
o and BLM are rewriting their Land Managernent Plans to accommodate the
proposed pipeline. - ‘

"4). These revisions involve the desngnatlon of cw'rentlv unprotected fofe.r.t as

* Late Successional Reserve. .
5] While some of this redesvgnated forest might be equivalent as wildllfe
habntat to that bemg lost, this is not guaranteed.
6) Furmermure, the purpose ‘of the protection is to conserve wuldlife habh:at;
this definitional shell game simply allows habitat destruction without
protecting the current habitat.

7 Given the prohlems of enhanoed ‘edge effect’ in the remaining forest. and

the fragmentation impact of the pipeline, two influence which cannot be
rnltlgated by redesigned Land Management Plans, many sper.ies of wildllfe
are placed at risk. - ’ '

8) Asa result FERC acknowledges that the project would result in impacts to
62 species on 386 known sites” across the BLM and USFS lands in Coos,
Douglas Jackson, and Klamath Counties and would negatively i lrnpal:t 1
Threatened Endangered or Other Status Species.

9) USFS and BLM Land Management Plans are carefully designed to protect
forest health and wildlife.

10) Regulations protecting our publicly owned natural resources should not be

broken for a project that simply serve corporate profit ’

11) | ask FERC to revisit the Cost-benefit analysis and ask if the loss of forest
and wildlife habitat is really balanced by the limited public benefit this
project promises.

i
|

.

h_aququmpmﬂmmmmunnmm:esmn.msufs—

IND18817 -

IND188

Continued, page 13 of 16

IND188-17

The FERC does not engage in cost-benefit analyses, as such.
Instead, the Commission developed a “Certificate Policy
Statement” (Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline
Facilities, 88 FERC 1 61,227 (1999), clarified in 90 FERC 1
61,128, and further clarified in 92 § 61,094 (2000)) that established
criteria for determining whether there is a need for a proposed
project and whether the proposed project would serve the public
interest. The Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding
whether or not to authorize new natural gas facilities, the
Commissioners must balance public benefits against potential
adverse economic and environmental consequences. The DEIS
discloses the potential impacts of construction and operation of the
Project on environmental resources, such as effects on wildlife, and
outlines measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize,
or mitigate those impacts. The DEIS also discloses benefits of the
Project, such as job creation and increased payment into local tax
bases. In terms of global warming, see response to IND1-1.
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043 .—;r_.'. -.-,:I :'|.,..--- i .|-. -.-\.._:.1- . —bDUH% -

IC-PC HEARING COMMENTS
Speaker 5 Cost-benefit Analysis and Concluding Remarks:

1) There can be Iﬁth doubt that the combined Pacific Connector Pipeline and

Jordan Cove Expart Terminal Prajects will directly and iridiredly'omflibute
substantially to global greenhouse gas emissions.

) 2) Undoubtedly, the main benefactors are corporate profits and executive
. _salariesin Calgary, Alberta (w} M isbased).—
3) The terminal project promises some short term construction jobs, though

4
5
6]

7]

8|

—_

FERC states that average employment over the construction of the terminal
will be about 130 local individuals, the rest are expecned to come from
elsewhere (CA and WA).

Meanwhile, when completed, the terminal will provide onlv 145 permanent' :

jobs, of which 45 are likely to be imported labor. .

 Pipeline construction, however, will offer short term (about 8 months)

employment to an’ _average of 280, with 50% expected to be non-local.
When completed, the pipeline will have a permanent staff of five (5).
Meanwhile, the project will make this one of the largest greenhouse gas.
emitting projects in the state, ptébébly soon to be ‘the largest. .

‘The estimated direct greenhouse gas emissions from the project will result

in an annual social cost of between $25 million and nearly $244 million
dollars, amounts that do hot even take into,consideration emissions from
extraction and combustion of the exported methane.

There can be no doubt that to those individuals who gain empluvrnent from
the project, whether temporary or permanent, there are substantial
economic benefits. Unfortunately the social global cost of this projeu is
immense.

10) Please ask WUI’S&N&S what you will say to your grandchildren when they

ask you what you did - as a member of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission - to slow the rate of global warmins when project proposals
came through your office for evaluation.

11) We therefore urge FERC Commissioners to reconsider the true cost of this

product taking into consideration its impact on our children and
grandchildren.

IND188-18

IND188 Continued, page 14 of 16

IND188-18 Comment noted, See the response to IND1-1 and IND188-17.
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043 FERC PDF (Unofficial] 1/8/701°

FERC HEARING COMMENTS 12/11/14 {Part 5, Doug)

As a part of Southern Oregon Climate Action Now's (SOCANS) joint statement, this is a Cost-
benefit Analysis and Concluding Remarks of our 5 part joint statement of today.

1t Is clear thot it is within FERC’s purview and discretion to include the impacts of Notural

IND188-19

Gas Fracking and Potential Greenhouse gas emissions related to this profect as part of the
analysis of the ecological impacts of the project. The Federal energy Regulatory
Commission has made a serious error In not including these Impacts within this draft
document.

1)

2)

3)

4

5

6)

7

8)

There can be little doubt that the combined Pacific Connector Pipeline and Jordan Cove
Export Terminal Projects will directly and indirectly contribute substantially to global
greenhouse gas emissions.

The main fe of this ifl-c d project are not the people of Oregon, or
indeed the American people at all. Corporate profits and executive salaries of the
Canadi; ion Ve are at stake. Not the needs of the people.

On the bright side, the terminal project promises some short term construction jobs,
though FERC states in its own writings of 260 jobs 130 would likely be local, the rest are
expected to come from out of state. Pipeline construction of about 8 months will
employ 280 people. Perhaps half of those jobs may be sourced locally.

When completed, the inal will provide only 145 p Jjobs, of which 45 are
likely to be imparted labor. This s only a net gain of 100 Oregon jobs.

‘When completed, the pipeline itself will only have a permanent staff of five
(Hand sign) 5 long term jobs as net benefits to our communities in Oregon

Jordan Cove will be one of the largest greenhouse gas emitting projects in Oregon
probably soon to be the largest!

The i direct greenh gas emissions from the project will result in an annual
soclal cost of up to 5244 million dollars, amounts that do not even take into
consideration emissions from gas extraction and the end use combustion of the

exported methane.
To individuals who gain employ from the project, whether temporary or
permanent, there are substantial ic benefits. Unf: ly the social global

cost of this project is immense, and far exceeds any potential economic valuel

IND188

Continued, page 15 of 16

IND188-19 Comment noted. See the response to IND1-3.
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IND188 Continued, page 16 of 16

20150106-0043 FERC POF {Unofficial) 17572015

(pause)

9} Members of the i ing Oregon Agency representatives, fellow citizens:
Please ask yourselves what you will say to your grandchildren when they ask you what
you did to slow the rate of global warming impacts.

10} We urge FERC Ct issioners to ider the true cost of this project and take into
conslderation its impact on our children and grandchildren.

(pause)
In closing - As Albert Einstein said “the world will not be destroyed by those who do evil, but
by those who watch them without doing anything”. We urge the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission and all Oregon state regulators to deny granting any and all permissions for
the Pacific Cove Connector Pipeline to continue.
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20150205-5009 FERC PDF {(Unofficial) 2/4/2015 9:24:18 PM IND189 Ke”y O’Hanley, POI’tland, OR

IND189-1 Comment noted.

y the LNG facil
us to hetra

IMD189-1
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20150205-5064 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 2/5/2015 11:10:03 AM IND190
IND190-1
IND190-2
| o901
they make minimal
T bel Jordan Cove b milled and
and T tE rmitting g : ve I
be approved se recommend Lhat 1
pipe line r 11d impact alang T
TH [ oute cr safety
] of route.

Comment noted.
See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2.
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ecent taunami
et al.

2011)

21172015 4:41:14 FM

ignificant amount o

pipeline, and building s

IND191

Sean Watts, North Bend, OR

IND191

IND191-1

IND191-2

INDA81-1

IND191-3

IND191-2

IND191-4

IND191-2

IND1S1-4

Seismic effects are discussed in section 4.2.2.2. As stated in that
section, welded steel pipes have fared well in earthquakes in
California. Also as stated, additional geotechnical studies will be
undertaken.

The power plant is discussed in section 2.2.2. The power plant is
not under FREC. As stated in section 1.5.4.2, the facility would be
authorized under ODOE-EFSC.

Jordan Cove has applied to FERC for approval of their proposed
project, which is stated in the comment quote. This EIS analyses
the environmental effects associated with that proposal. As the
comment states, the proposed project does not include producing
or exporting renewable energy. The analysis in chapter 3 looks at
other locations and alternatives. It finds that one other project
could meet the objectives and FERC is analyzing that project in a
separate EIS. The need for the Project is not part of the EIS; as
stated in section 1.3, the Commission will consider need in a
separate analysis.

As stated in section 1.3, the Commission will consider need in a
separate analysis.
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20150211-5262 FERC PDF {(Unofficial) 2/11/2015 4:41:14 PM IND191 Continued, page 20f2

IND191-5 Information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is found
and. mrovlifes mlonis feant puRTis in section 2.1.1.12. As noted in section 2.1.1.2, the Port has
o already obtained an easement for the channel for maintenance and
= operation. The channel has been dredged for decades. The effects
from dredging for this Project are addressed in section 4.4.2.1 and

46.2.2.

Comment: 5: The vo

is substantial.

1d exca

vating out
d les .

IND191-5
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Michael Shott, Coos Bay, OR

IND192-1

Comment noted.
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20150205-5141 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 2/5/2015 2:14:43 PM TS IND193 Christine Landucci, Bandon, OR
IND193-1 Comment noted.
IND193-2  See the response to IND1-4.
D191 IND193-3  See the response to IND1-2.
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calibration of the risk analysis mcdels used

woefully inadeguate.

ptable failure rate?
nty is this failure rate predicted to be correct?

questisng which should be answered and published befora

IND194

IND194-1

IND194

Doug Viner, Ashland, OR

IND194-1

With regard to calibration of risk models, there was no mention of
pipeline risk models in the DEIS. The EIS describes risk using
pipeline operational data maintained by the DOT PHMSA. See
section 4.13.9. Pipeline leaks and other accident issues are
discussed section 4.13.9.2. Leaks are strongly related to pipeline
age. Modern pipeline materials, as well as construction and
maintenance standards, are much improved over older materials
and methods. The DOT is responsible for enforcing pipeline
safety requirements. The FERC does not require that either
Jordan Cove or Pacific Connector post bonds. However, Jordan
Cove’s June 10, 2014 MOU with the ODE requires the posting of
a bond to cover retirement costs. Also, both companies would
have insurance to cover the unlikely event of an incident.
Pipeline accident data is presented in section 4.13.9.2. The FERC
does not have an “Acceptable failure rate”, as safety is paramount.
While we cannot say that any project is certain to be perfect, there
are hundreds of thousands of miles of high pressure natural gas
pipes which operate safely every day, and have for decades.
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Final EIS
IND195 Chris Peach, Roseburg, OR
IND195-1 Comment noted.
IND195-2 Comment noted. See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND196-1 Comment noted.
IND196-2 Comment noted. See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND197-1 Comment noted.
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IND198 Michael J. McCumiskey, Coos Bay, OR

20150205-5184 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 2/5/2015 3:50:4% PM

IND198-1 Comment noted.
IND198-2 Comment noted. See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND199-1 Comment noted.
IND199-2 Comment noted. See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND200-1 Comment noted.
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IND201-2

Final EIS
IND201 Beth Gipson, North Bend, OR
IND201-1 Comment noted.
IND201-2 Comment noted. See the comparison in section 3.4.2.2.
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20150206-5003 FERC PDF (Uncfficial) 2/5/2015 5:52:04 PH IND202 Ange|a van Patten, Portland, OR

IND202-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND202-2  See the response to IND1-3.
IND202-3  See the response to IND1-4.

IND202-4 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.

IND202-5 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
. on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND203 Matthew Goergen, Coos Bay, OR

IND203-1 Comment noted.
IND203-2 Comment noted.
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IND204-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND204-2 Comment noted. See the response to IND1-3.
Carcl M Doty, Medford, OR.
RHEREDUCTTEH | IND204-3  Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
ne billion cubic feet of fracke Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
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20150206-5013 FERC PDP (Unofficial) 2/6/2015 2:16:51 AM IND204 Continued, page 20of3
IND204-4 FERC has not approved any crossing plans for this Project. An
g:--:rm?nr:r.t clearcut and cross 400 streams and rivers in the Klamath, EIS is not a decision document. The DEIS discusses the Crossing
Coos watersheds. Such action would require extensiv options in section 4.4.2.2 and effects on fish from waterbody
increased water temperatures in streams that already violate crossings in section 4.6.2.3. The crossing plan is included in
for salmon and other cold-water fish. Yet, FERC's evaluation Appendix 2G tO Resource Report 2 Of PaCiﬁC ConneCtor’s June 61
I(‘.v: site-specific impacts analysis or crogsing plans for any of the 2013 application With the FERC The entire appIICatIOn is
available in electronic format for public viewing via the internet
P on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) through our eLibrary
system. Also seethe HDD Contingency Plan was attached as
OTHER SPECIFIC ISSUES INADEQUATELY ADDRESSED: Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2.
e ne fogue e — IND204-5 Effects on salmon are discussed in section 4.7.1.3 and in section
.'.I:\.‘L -LIr:ll;;cJ;d:;;L wil ecreaticon, and 46 23
tourism—all related ially . . . . . .
) o i S IND204-6 The DEIS discusses seismic risks associated with the LNG
_ Fhe Southers Dreqon and Horther terminal in section 4.2.1.3 and seismic risks associated with the
_Ir—l:;ﬂalﬁ?n?d Cohge zalmon of the Oregon Coast Evolutionarily Significant pipe“ne in 4222
sucker, the endangered IND204-7  Lateral spreading potential is discussed in section 4.2.2.2. The
o N _”__' o commenter is correct, as indicated in the section on lateral
sy spreading, additional studies will be performed. For any location
S where the pipeline would be subject to excessive stresses during a
e T e e seismic event, measures would be implemented to protect the
pipeline. A pipeline engineering firm would be engaged to
evaluate and design protective measures.
y'=s Tule Lake wildlife
tial lateral
ND204-T
A=W :-;; -]
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20150206-5013 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 2/6/2015 2:16:51 AM IND204 Continued, page 30f3

IND204-8 Comment noted. Also see the response to IND1-2.
"o IND204-9  Comment noted.
IND204-10 Comment noted.
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| IND204-9
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IND205 Jerry Havens, University of Arkansas and James Venart,
University of New Brunswick

IND205-1  See responses to IND107-15, -28, and -30.

W-987 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND205 Continued, page 2 of 5

IND205-2  See response to IND107-30.
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IND205 Continued, page 3 of 5

IND205-3  See response to IND107-30.
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20150206-5040 FERC PDF (Uncfficial] 2/6/2015 8:15:10 AHM

In view of the evidence in the last decade from Buncefield, UK: Amuav, Venzuela;
India; and San Juan. Puerto Rico, of unexpected unconfined vapor cloud explosions of
hydrocarbon clouds with similarities (specified above) to the Mlammable clouds presented for the
design spills in the JCE DEIS, we respectfully request additional information about the
overpressure caleulations using FLACS in the JCE DEIS, for which the calculated overpressures
were limited to levels of approximately 2 psig. or an order of magnitude lower than published
predictions using FLACS for Buncefield).

*  Please provide a statement of the extent to which DOT/PHMSA included in its
cvaluation of FLACS as an alternate method (1o DEGADIS and FEM3A) for
determining  vapor cloud exclusion zones any  evaluation performed of the
accuracy/applicability of the FLACS code to the simulation of the Buncefield explosion
or to any other applicable documented UVCE experience, as a condition for its
acceptance for explosion overpressure prediction under the requirements of 49 CFR
193.

o Please provide a description of the gas assumed to represent the mixed refrigerant
design spill(s), and the concentration of such gas or gas mixtures that is assumed for
the vapor cloud at the instant of ignition and the locations of same. If the concentration
throughout the cloud is assumed to be that associated with the FLACS prediction of the
vapor cloud extent shown in the “dispersion”™ illustrations, please state the range of
concentrations existing in the cloud at that time.

*  Please provide a description of any overpressure calculations performed for the
ethylene spill.

*  Please provide a description of any provision in the FLACS code predictions for the
JCE DEIS for flame speed enhancements caused by congestion due to the plant/piping
structures in the JCE facility.

*  Please provide a deseription of any provision for the effect upon explosion that could
result from the partial confinement of the cloud by the extensive vapor fencing utilized
to limit the vapor cloud exclusion zones.

IND205-4

IND205

Continued, page 5 of 5

IND205-4

See response to IND107-4 for the evaluation of FLACS. Also,
FERC staff verified the composition of the mixed refrigerant used
in the hazard analyses to be consistent with the proposed design.
See response to IND107-30 for the discussion of overpressure due
to the explosion of the ethylene vapor cloud. Flame acceleration
is based upon turbulence caused by congestion. Sub-grid objects
are resolved using a Porosity-Distributed Resistance (PDR)
methodology that calculates flow resistance terms, turbulence
generation/source terms, and flame acceleration terms based on
flame wrinkling/folding in the sub-grid wake. The flame folding
parameter is important for explosion calculations and is validated
based on experimental observations for explosion scenarios. See
response to IND107-24 regarding the overpressure due to the
possible confinement of vapor fences.
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20150206

5051 FERC PDF (Uncfficial] 2/6/2015 10:10:41 AM

ing methans iz 86 times more potent greenhouse gas than burning coal.

ailed to consider this climate impact of LNG.

olect will facilitste

at of eminent domain from

wildlife habitat

» read the 3,000

h in, and tc 1
o gl tle time for public input.

to earthguakes and

i the cumulative impacts o

INC206-1

IND205-2

IND20¢-3

INDZ0E-4

IND206-5

IND206-6

IND206

Ed Cooley, Elkton, OR

IND206-1
IND206-2
IND206-3
IND206-4
IND206-5

IND206-6

See the response to IND1-1.
See the response to IND1-3.
See the response to IND1-5.
See the response to IND1-7.

Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.

FERC has not approved any crossing plans for this Project. An
EIS is not a decision document. The DEIS discusses the crossing
options in section 4.4.2.2 and effects on fish from waterbody
crossings in section 4.6.2.3. The crossing plan is included in
Appendix 2G to Resource Report 2 of Pacific Connector’s June 6,
2013 application with the FERC. The entire application is
available in electronic format for public viewing via the internet
on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) through our eLibrary
system. Also seethe HDD Contingency Plan was attached as
Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2.
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20150206-5105 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 2/6/2015 11:08:10 AM IND207 RUdy, ROSGbUI’g, OR

IND207-1 Comment noted.

IND207-2 Comment noted. See the discussion of the Blue Ridge route
HD207-4 alternatives in section 3.4.2.2.
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20150211-5231 FERC PDF (Unofficial] 2/11/2015 3:34:03 PM T IND208 Janis L|Oyd, North Bend, OR

IND208-1  The EIS considers the LNG facility, a 230-mile natural gas pipeline,
and amendments to BLM and National Forest management plans.
Janis Lloyd, North Bemd, R, These are connected actions; therefore, they are considered in one

EIS rather than three shorter EISs. No decision has been made yet.
The EIS complies with 40 CFR 1502."

IND208-2  The DEIS is a science-based document that summarizes years of
studies and considers the extensive research on fish, riparian habitat,
streams and water quality. The fifth-field watershed is commonly
used in the Pacific Northwest for analyzing project effects.
Watershed analyses for fifth-field watersheds completed by federal
agencies are a key component of managing federal lands under the
Northwest Forest Plan and provide a good basis for an analysis of
effects. Mitigation measures are included to reduce runoff from
hillslope areas. The Project includes monitoring (table 2.5.2-1).

mo208-2 Higher-risk stream crossings would have addition monitoring and

mitigating (see section 4.6.2.3) and the extensive compensatory
mitigation in table 2.1.4-1). Additional monitoring would be required
by ODFW under its permitting process.

IND208-3  This DEIS considers the environmental effects from the Project. The
Commission will evaluate the need for the Project in a separate
analysis. See section 1.3.

IND208-4  See the response to IND1-3.
IND208-5  Alternatives are analyzed in chapter 3.
omes IND208-6  See the response to IND1-5.

IND208-7  Please see the extensive analysis of LNG facility hazards, including
loss of power, in section 4.13.2, engineering design in section 4.13.3,
the vapor dispersion analysis in section 4.13.5.3, and the overpressure
analysis in section 4.13.5.4.

IND20&-1

IND20&-3

INC208-4

IND208-5

IND208-T

mo20eE IND208-8  While there are no headings that say Affected Environment or
Current Conditions, the current conditions are discussed at
considerable length for each resource in chapter 4. For example see
the discussion on upland vegetation conditions on pages 4-28 to 4-48.
Also, Resource Report 2 filed with FERC on February 6, 2013 and
available on eL.ibrary, describes the water quality and dredge material
studies. The appendices to this report present the sampling details
and results.
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IND208-8
cont.

INC208-8

IND208-10

IND208-11

IND208-12

IND208-13

IND208

Continued, page 2 of 2

IND208-9

IND208-10

IND208-11

IND208-12

IND208-13

Alternatives are evaluated in chapter 3, and the Project effects in
chapter 4. This DEIS follows the standard FERC format.

This possible future project is discussed in section 4.14. See table
4.14.2.3-1.

Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS. In their December 17, 2009 Order Granting
Authorizations under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act and Issuing
Certificates for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in
Docket No. CP07-444-000, the other four sitting Commissioners
disagreed with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent. In a
letter to the Commission dated December 22, 2014, commenting
on our November 2014 DEIS for this Project, the Southwest
Oregon Regional Airport and Coos County Airport District stated
that it “strongly concurs with (the) recommendation (in the DEIS
for Jordan Cove to document consultations with the Federal
Aviation Administration [FAA] and submit the results of studies
before Project construction) and believes that the FAA process
will assure that the Airport continues to operate safely and
efficiently.”

The proposed camp (North Point Workforce Housing Complex) is
addressed in section 4.9.1.2. The camp would have room for
2,100 employees.

FERC does not prepare a record of decision. The Commission
will consider whether to authorize the Project in its Public Order;
see section 1.3. The Commission will consider the FEIS and
other analyses in making its decision.
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1:16:27 AM

IND209 Denny S. Emerson, Coos Bay, OR

IND209-1 Comment noted.
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IND210

Denny S. Emerson, Coos Bay, OR

IND210-1
IND210-2

Comment noted.

See the discussion on the Blue Ridge alternatives in section
3.4.22.
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IND211 Ron K. Strauser, Coos Bay, OR

IND211-1 Comment noted.

Ron K Strauser
I have read the dr

Energy Project, I agree 2 findings.
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IND212 Ron K. Strauser, Coos Bay, OR

IND212-1 Comment noted.
IND212-2  See the discussion on the Blue Ridge alternatives in section
Ron K Strauser z Bay, OR.

I have read the > and agree with FERC's findings on the project. II'JL}ZIZ-'I 3.4.2.2.
By following the Rules & Regulations put in place by Federal, State,

County, and City governments to minimize to wetlands; vegetation;

fisheries; envi cial status species;
n and visual o sultural resources; air
guality; noisge; and safety m 2 2ible with minimal
environmental impacts. This iz no different than hundreds of projects
around the state that deal th the same each day and by
following the Rules & Regulation of the perm btained along with the
proper monitoring and reporting, they : minimal environmental impacts.
I believe that I Cove has sube : and valid Draft EIS
and I ask that the “ting and the project
approved. I a mend that you take a laock at the “Blue Ric o
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IND213 Reitha Jacobs, Salem, MO

IND213-1 Comment noted.

Feitha Jacobsz, Salem, MO.
Please deny the permit to preceed with this LNG pipeline. It is harmful

IND213-2  Comment noted.
to the environment and wildlife. We have so little land left in a state IND213-3 Comment nOted'

= ble state. This projec ill clear a 100" wide swath thr h

w?;ii‘i[-; hu;ELuLluloz\zl?geluilt‘li ofcpl.slizu;o:uuls in & u'_;"liu) gﬂfogg% of IND213'4 See the reSpOﬂSG tO IND1'3.

which has been reserved for imperiled wildlife.

Canada should not be allowed to have the US take these lands by IIND)\.}2
purchase or eminent domain. Over 300 residents and 400 waterways will be
affected. The US does not need the gas. It will be sent overseas with
Canada being the benefited country, not the UE (even if th
indirectly benefited by promoting good PR).

Thiz project in no way assists with les ing dependence on our natural
resources. It requires clear cutting along pristine water sources.

I INDH 31

IND213-3

n if
streams and

leaves in its wake a habitat that is an eyesore,
ored." I h > geen the disaster it produces, ng th
2 polluted by continuously escaping contaminants.

INDZ213-4

le

packpacked over much of Oregon for over 20
ple project would ruin this environment for

listen to the desire of a concerned citizen and halt this

Thank You,

Reitha Jacobs
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IND214 Gail Pearlman, Grants Pass, OR

IND214-1 Comment noted.
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ORIGINA

Kimberly Bose, Secy. IND215-1 Comment noted.
FERC

888 First St NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

PB4
[ am strongly OPPOSED to the Jordan Cove LNG Pipeline. | moz1s1

Kate Geary
190 Walker Ave
Ashland, OR 97520 -,

(&a%
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have read the draft

North Bend, OR.
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Cove Energy Project and I agree with C's findings. FE
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during the construction as well as the construction is completed.
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that deal with impacts ea v following t rules an
regulations of the permits cbtained along with the proper monitoring,
thiz project will have minimal environmental I would 1
regquest you L - the - =¢ this co
that I love and live e one step clos of the largest
th 5 to happen to anty in gquite s¢ This region will
this project.

roposed Jordan
has reviewed

the same

forward wi

time.

win

IND218-1

IND218

Theresa Haga, North Bend, OR

IND218-1

Comment noted.
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20150206-5165 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/6/2015 1:24:52 PM eSS IND219 Theresa Haga, North Bend' OR

IND219-1 Comment noted.
IND219-2 See the discussion on the Blue Ridge alternatives in section

rith any [ ND21%1 3.4.2.2.
ok, [ rtain
ree. In appears te me that ko EF s
ressed issues to ensure this p ct will be a
| I'm ng that FERC proceed with €

their permit for t

IND218-2
R

Thank vou.
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20150206-5182 FERC POF (Umoffiaial] 2/6/2015 2:22:43 DM NG5 IND220 Maryann Rohrer, Porﬂand, OR

IND220-1  Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3.

Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, CR.

There is no need for this preposed project and alternative have not been
addressed in the DEIS for the proposed project. Therefore it is not in
compliance with NEPA.

IND220-1
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Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, OR

Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3.

The DEIS is approximately 1,350 pages plus appendices. It is a
science-driven document that analyzes the environmental effects
of the proposed LNG facilities, the proposed 232-mile gas
pipeline, and the amendments that may be needed if the Project
crosses federal land. The DEIS complies with NEPA.

20150206-5181 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/6/2015 2:21:25 PM e IND221
IND221-1
IND221-2
d o] IND221-1
dressed in th
we draft EIS is a 5000 page attempt to evade and circumvent
d intent of the National Envirommental Pclicy Act. I ask
IND221-2
e current draft EIS and go back te the drawing beard and
EIS that is in full ccmpliance with existing law and

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND222 Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, OR

IND222-1 The DEIS is approximately 1,350 pages plus appendices. It is a
science-driven document that analyzes the environmental effects
of the proposed LNG facilities, the proposed 232-mile gas
pipeline, and the amendments that may be needed if the Project
crosses federal land. The DEIS complies with NEPA.
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20150206-0008 FERC PDF (Unoffiecial) 02/06/2015
IND223

ORIGINAL

IND223-1 Comment noted.

Kimberly Bose, Secy.
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washington, DC 20426
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IND224-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND224-2  See the response to IND1-3.

IND224-3  See the response to IND1-4.
INp224-1 IND224-4  See the response to IND1-5.
: ; IND224-5 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
> clinate change. Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
L Feed Zor . discussed in section 4.7.
masml Sradkimn, PR dhould have comsidsved | TEE2 . -
g Sl ol e o e e IND224-6 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
——— on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
t r:v\'-‘,.-:ﬂén— IND224-3
ilant stopped
ukushima Japan. The
her
Qwe ers are facing the threat of eminent
he 230-mile eded to feed the LNG termir
Canadian ¢ ing FERC to consider their enhar IND224-4
IND224-5
ted awl, marbled murrelst, and
comment peried by at 1 0 days to give
1 in, and to be able to re a 5, 0+ page LLEIS. IND224-8
t is too big to give so little time »r puklic input.
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IND225-1 Comment noted.
IND225-2 Comment noted.

Sr.,

very important teo the citizens of the

IND225-1

| IND225-2

s slrong support for Lhis project in cur communities.
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round data
1l be supporte

S1qn
he acti

confliet

ificant p.
ien

concerning

INC226-1

IND226

James Fereday, Coos Bay, OR

IND226-1

The DEIS follows the regulations (at 40 CFR 1500-1508)
implementing the NEPA that governs preparing an EIS. The FEIS
will be used by the Commission, along with other analyses, to
make a decision on the Project. See section 1.3.
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20150208-5006 FERC PDF {(Unofficial) 2/7/2015 12:14:14 AM IND226 Continued, page 20f6

IND226-2 The DEIS does not discuss public need. The Commission will
soary enviromeatal analyses, As emviiomnental inpact statemeat make that determination. Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3.

‘plan actions and make The purpose of the DEIS is to present the environmental effects of
the Project to the public for their review and comments.

than a disclosure doc
ion with other rel

vant material

Hawaii.
ication,

1,400 pag
totals 5,041
IND226-2

1 not within the jurisdl
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2/7/2015 12:14:14 AM

in

the s:

IND226

Continued, page 3 of 6

IND226-3

IND226-4

IND226-3

IND226-5

IND226-4

INDZ28-5

Section 3 of the EIS presents a range of alternatives, including the
No Action Alternative, System Alternatives, and Route
Alternatives.

The Gig Harbor site is one mile away from the harbor and would
not be accessible to LNG vessels. As stated in section 3.2.2.3, the
port of Newport is small and would require extensive dredging.
Jordan Cove does not propose to conduct any dredging along the
7.5-mile-long existing navigation channel in Coos Bay.

As stated in section 3.2.2.4, the Oregon LNG Project can be
considered a viable alternative to the JCE & PCGP Project. The
section also states that FERC is conducting an environmental
review of this project. This EIS will identify the effects of the
Oregon LNG projects.
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IND226-5
Cont.

. IND226-€
ved E

iz the most glaring

§1502.15

tement sh

IND226-7

The enpvironmantal InIeq

Envirenmental co

IND226

Continued, page 4 of 6

IND226-6

IND226-7

We do not agree that the alternatives discussed in chapter 3 can be
considered an "omission of substantive process".

The document follows the standard format for FERC
environmental impact statements. It is lengthy because it
analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed LNG facilities,
the associated 232-mile gas pipeline, and the Forest Service and
BLM plan amendments needed for the pipeline to cross federal
land.
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IND226-8  See the response to IND1-1.

(2 the case of a IND226-9 The EIS does compare the Jordan Cove LNG project to the
golicies snd conbrols fos the sres Oregon LNG project; see section 3.2.2.4.

: esed on IND226-10 The marine slip does not have to be any larger than proposed.
There is no berth proposed for the west side of the slip and
impacts on Henderson Marsh would be avoided. See our response
to comment FAG-1.

ed action and the

alternativ

not fully covered

IND2Z26-0
In 2011,
natien in the number
IND226-9
lant. PFlease add Lthis Lo
auggesting.
impracti
& h
IND228-10
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IND226-11 The DEIS complies with NEPA.

The Commissicn sheould sericusly revisit this decument with zttention to

the rules set forth by NEDA, IND226-11
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Lisa Childs, Grants Pass, OR

This Project will not inject chemicals into the water or soil of
Southern Oregon, and it does not include oil or gas drilling.
There are over 300,000 miles of natural gas transmission pipes in
the country, breaks are rare, see section 4.13.9.1. Any loss of life
is tragic, but as shown in table 4.13.9.3-2, a person in the US is
more than 20,000 times as likely to be killed in a motor vehicle
accident as in an accident connected with a gas transmission
pipeline (2 accidental deaths per year over 20 years). Deaths due
to fires are more than 1,500 times as great.

20150212-5000 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/11/2015 5:28:47 BM IND227
IND227
ts a
to p a mile pipeline through our de
The fuel industry has an abysma afety r e to a2 MILLION
ntury! 3t re Ly we | k- ermanent
the treasursd Yellowatones Haticnzl Park and th jlori
Matural s [LW pr t startme it
state of Califcrniz and Washington rejected this
& the people of Oregon. Seventy-one percent of Oregonians want
he Lwenly L[irat century with solar and clean renewable
i1 fuel conglemearate, Verarze is trying te rtake
£f. Vereze n ha nte
hav noon £ the most economically
ng an eccnomic boom. The truth is the jobs are
rtad to
IND227-1
tsunami raises even more e LT It iz a falla think we can
mitigate any of the
mpany n tg te u eminent wain t
land grab in Southern Oregon hister =}
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IND227-2  The Project is not "unconstitutional,” as it falls under the Natural
Gas Act, a law passed by Congress, according to the Constitution.
Property values are discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the EIS.

STITUTIOMAL on it?
FILTHY waste dredge

ia. This is funda
v values will d

1 trafiic, the choking stench and cknexious neise will Zurr - . . . - - -
ole away o e e e oz Traffic is addressed in section 4.10. Air quality and noise are
are locking te buy a retirement home in one of The crown jewels of - - .
discussed in section 4.12.

stern United States. There are no good reasons to pursus this

theousands of new technoleogies walting in the wings that that will

ZNT JOBS in Cregon without

oI thousands of CLEAN ¥ PERMA]
croying our besublful ngd Lourist industry.

Ore example is SOLAR WORLD, Lhe larcesl solar module production Facilily
ir Lhe
headguartered in HITLSEORD, ORFGON which has
ce maving here. Ore:

Bmericas
and an
sconomnic
The citizans o 15}
twanby [irst centuor awahla energy.

n corporatiana.
projsct z2nd ysa to

Thank you, Tisa Childs
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IND228-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND228-2  See the response to IND1-2.

nd Pipeline environmental impact study IND228-3  See the response to IND1-3.
o radene oor restan ot o IND228-4  See the response to IND1-4.
inal will
oula tir IND228-5  See the response to IND1-5.
_ IND228-6  See the response to IND1-7. Also see section 4.2.2.2 which
aneporting, and processing inte 1N, is | describes the various hazards that were considered for the
DULEL T onner s than pusneag weat. weee proposed pipeline construction through mountainous terrain.
| Purpose and Heed for tf IND228-7  See the response to IND1-2.
e IND228-8  See the response to IND1-2.
The LMNG would immediately
Over 300 Oregon landow
0=mile long 1:1' R
2r an alternative that reguires the plpslins tChrough
: e - [,-T:“r:in’r if Lhe entire |NDZ20-6
r-1i:.3—l;mll;-l\u_-:-. :
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IND228-9 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
D289 Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
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Y
IND229-1 Comment noted. The Blue Ridge alternatives are compared in
section 3.4.2.2.
erns IND229-2 Comment noted.
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oper mitigation for

1 what iz necessary
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IND230 Tim A. Slater, Coos Bay, OR

IND230-1 Comment noted. The Blue Ridge alternatives are compared in
section 3.4.2.2.
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g opposition to the bullding of The LNG

storage facility and pipeline.

ve on the ceoast in Bandon Oregon and live in the tsunami/earchoguaks

Ao

1d anditorium and hav

Why why why

sxplosive bank of

natural gas right on

T strongly oppoe this construstion on Lhe basis of it's

potentizl!

There are other important ressons as well:

- thne increase of dangsrous emissiors which will resulh fram the
accompanying powsr plan

- negative impact on wildlife

- potantial for Teaks in the thinnsr pips v

fr
"

leszs freguent leakage checks, ete becauss we are a "lightly populated

area.

Sinceraly,
Chzistine Landucci

EBandon OR

i

IND231

IND231-1

IND231-2

IND231

Christine Landucci, Bandon, OR

IND231-1
IND231-2

Comment noted.

The project was proposed by Jordan Cove, as discussed in section
1.4. Safety is discussed in section 4.13.
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Knaklin,
February 5, 2015

Richard F.
Thuraday,

IND232-1

IND222-2

es fo INCZ32-3
3 of Horth
as violates

I ask that | IND232-4

IND232

Richard F. Knablin, North Bend, OR

IND232-1
IND232-2

IND232-3

IND232-4

Comment noted.

We disagree. The mitigation measures proposed by the applicants
or recommended in the EIS would reduce impacts on resources.

The DEIS does not support the statement that this Project would
be a disaster. No decision about the Project has been made at this
time.

Veresen did not prepare the DEIS, FERC and cooperating federal
agencies did. We are not aware of any requirements of NEPA that
prohibit a company from "trying to influence local governments."
The local governments have their own permitting process; NEPA
is a federal law not a local one.

W-1026

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

2015020%-5019 FERC PDF (Unofficial} 2/7/2015 4:14:42 PM

IND233
Sr.
ort for keoth of the che. IND233-1
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I am a leng Time resident and we Need This Project!

Dick Geergen, Retirsd

IND233

Dick Goergen, Coos Bay, OR

IND233-1

Comment noted.

W-1027

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
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IND234-1 Comment noted.
IND234-2 Comment noted.
IND234-3 Comment noted.
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IND235 Beth Goergen, North Bend, OR

IND235-1 Comment noted.
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This iz a ¢
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ive impacts of

IND236

IND236-1

IND238-2

INDZ36-3

IND236-4

IND236-5

Final EIS
IND236 Melinda Grant, Grants Pass, OR
IND236-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
IND236-2  See the response to IND1-1.
IND236-3  See the response to IND1-5.
IND236-4  See the response to IND1-3.
IND236-5 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.

Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7. Impacts to streams are addressed in
sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3.
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IND237
IND237-1  See the response to IND1-1.
_ IND237-2  See the response to IND1-3.
Harriet Hodgkin, melrose, FL.

This letber s in reforence to the fossil Tusl project cucrontly under IND237-3  See the response to IND1-4.
oot ianating satarol sae chreined vie ’ IND237-4 A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “...U.S. natural gas
prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before
considering the possibility of additional exports.” Another 2012
study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the
is “...projected to gain net economic benefits from

) allowing LNG exports.”
IND237-5  See the response to IND1-3.
® power plant stopped mowr
n Fukushima Japan. The
IND237-5
cugh trenches in the stream
! »f important
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IND237-6  See the response to IND-105.
IND237-7  Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7. Impacts to streams are addressed in
sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3.
. 02376 IND237-8  See the response to IND1-7.
t a pz
LHE tanker IND237-9 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
IND237-10 Comment noted.
IND237-7
r an alternati
111t ot
I IND237-10
'r..rhr name of moneta
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IND238-1  See the responses to IND1-1, IND5-2, and IND6-1.
IND238-2 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the

Sual gas | ozt FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.
ircludes expanding fracking, whic ichnaih iy IND238-3 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
I on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
egetation permanenzly <le
The comment period musk be extended by al least 30-60 days. |\ND23&-3
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IND239-1 Potential impacts of seismic activity on the Jordan Cove LNG
terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1.3.

IND239-2  As explained in section 4.13, it is highly unlikely that there would
be an accident at the LNG terminal that would endanger the
public. In accordance with the regulations for implementing the

eanector Gas bipeline, LOCKED NEPA, we do not have to analyze events that are not reasonable
2-000 or foreseeable in the EIS.

cebraary 8, 2015 IND239-3  Existing medical facilities in Coos County are discussed in section
bear Ms. Ease: 4.9.1.6. See response to IND239-2.

Ann McMann, Mort
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INDZ38-1
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IND239-4  See response to IND239-2.
S o IND239-5 The effects that the influx of workers would have on local
"EBrior to initial site preparation® ¢ should infrastructure during construction are discussed in section 4.9.
T S Impacts to traffic are discussed in section 4.10.1.2.
city limi
INDZ238-4
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IND238-5
lue the and
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IND240-1 Comment noted.
IND240-2 We found that the adverse effects of the Project would be

£. One 1s that this this | 1HD240-1 mltlgated
has been show to L
nees that anculd have oz IND240-3 Potential impacts from seismic activity on the Jordan Cove LNG
int to build an LI terminal . A . .
- and tsunami area of Coos Bay. 1nis i3 1ND240-3 terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1.3.

IND240-4 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
IND240-2 Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7. Impacts to streams are addressed in
sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3.
IND240-5

increased publicity and opporlunily for additions] public irpul. IND240-5 Comment noted.
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Kristine Cooper Cates, Camas Valley, OR

Fehrary 6, 2015 I N D241'1
Kimberly ). Bose, Secretary IND241-2

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Sweet NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re: Pacific Connector Pipeline CP13-492-000 and Jordan Cove CP13-483-000
IND241-3

Dear Secretary Hose; |ND241 4
T have reviewed the draft EIS for Pacific Connector Fipeline CP13-492-000 and Jordan Cove CP13-483-000 and
have attended the public comment meeting in December 2004 at Seven Feathers Hotel and wish to make
comment. 1 am very opposed to the projects and tind tault with some of the findings outlined in the draft EIS.
Further, I felt the public comment meeting | attended was for the most part not relevant to the draft F15. Tt
became a political stage for union members indicating a need lor jobs and Lor the high quality of work produced
hy American workers, rather than addressing the impact statement. Please understand that | am the wife of a
Teamster, who works for a company that may benelit from these projects, We are also land owners impacted by
the pipeline, so [ feel that I can be somewhat unbiased.

| moz41-1

Ome of the most important concems regarding the prajects, is the question regarding public benefit. This is
perhaps a DOL issue, rather than the FERC's but | feel compelled to address it. When the project was firsc
proposed it was to import natural gas. One could argue it benelited the public interest and national security.
However, export is an entirely different matter. A few permanent jobs and some tax revenue will be ppm-mh’(l IHD241-2
but the principal benefit (billions of dollars) will be received by a foreign corporation. Fourth Cong

District Congressman Peter DeFazio has stated, “Pipelines that deliver natural gas to export terminals serve the
needs of private companies and foreign manufactures gewing our abundant and low cost natural gas.” He also
states, *The LNG pipeline has no public use.” Eminent domain will be used to acquire necessary easements.
‘The U5, Constitution limits the use of eminent domain 1o actions necessary for “public use.” The Mediord Mail
Tribune also cited lack of public benelit as the principal factor in opposing the pipeline. T would argue that the
project does not serve the greater good. Contrary, | believe that the project actually opposes the greater good
because of [racking and fossil fuels impact on global warming. [t is very short sighted that the FERC does not | inpzars
address fracking, fossil fuels, and global warming as issues in the draft EIS,  Certainly as pointed out by the
Wail ‘Tribune the Jordan Cove plant, “that on startup would immediately become one of the largest, il not the
largest, emitter of greenhouse gas in Oregon.”

MNow (o specilic issues within the dralt EIS,

Safety Issues

512 & 5113

I have grave concerns regarding earthquake and tsunami potential in the region. The draft EIS does atkdress the

issue, but states, “recommend that detailed designs and final geotechnical investigations be submitted tor our

review and approval prior to construction.” At a minimum this should be a major requirement prior to

approval lor the project. T was shocked w see that this vital comy was only rece Jed! The Douglas | iND241-4
County Planning Commission was so concerned about potential earthquake issues in the Coastal Zone

Management Area, pipeline integrity, and lire suppression that they required upgraded pipe and additional

waining for our local fire department as a condition of approval for the pipeline! (Even with the conditions

attached, the Planning Commission’s decision is under appeal in the court system.)

I have an additional safety concern relating to the Coast Guard and resources available to deal with LNG
shipments and also pipeline access. Page 5-23 states that the Coast Guard had issued an opinion regarding safety
that was “contingent npon availability of additional measures necessary to responsibly manage maritime and
security issues.” Coast Guard resources are already spread thin along the Oregon Coast. Recently, the Coast

Comment noted.

The DEIS does not address public benefit, as it is not a decision
document. The Commission Order would make a determination
of whether or not there is public need for the Project.

See the response to comment IND6-1.

Most Commission Orders are conditional. Construction could not
begin until all pre-construction conditions have been met. This
include staff review of final design and geotechnical
investigations.
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IND241

Continued, page 2 of 2

IND241-5

The Coast Guard is a cooperating agency in the analysis. This

Guard was going to withdraw helicopter support from Newport, Oregon due to financial issues. However, public
concerns and intervention from government officials temporarily restored the service. T eenainly question 1 1 1 1
whether it is in the public's hc%tﬁ:l\el'm 10 use scarce (InaT:(iu:ﬁd resources to support foreign f)l;lqph’\ﬁl NG4S issue is under its pUereW.

2 . Perhaps, FERC should further investigate the ability of the Coast Guard (with limited res 5 B B s B
e et e 2] ottt ot sy oS Guard Gt bmedresoucs o IND241-6  The proposed Project includes measures to limit unauthorized
The final safety issue that I wish w address is discussed under Effects on Federal Lands in the same section. The access to the_ rlght-Of-Way NOt.e that it is _nOt pOSSIbIe to cross
report states I!IZ.II I:?c;![ing the pipeline in |1qn-popula(od areas minimizes the chance for unauthorized public between Mal n and Coos Bay W|th0ut Cr055|ng unpopulated areas
access, The FERC did not address rural private land being impacted. Frankly, as a property owner [ can assure | IND241-6 . .
you that we already have issues with wespassing, associated wood removal, and ATV use. The pipeline comridor and Wlthout Crosslng federal |andS.
will be a further attraction. A A A
Other Tsanes IND241-7 ~ See ﬂliet recomTipdat-lon mt sectlor) 4.10.1.2 of the FEIS for a
5.1.8 revisea transportation impact analysis.

“Construction ....no direct adverse effects on nearby recreation areas including ODNRAS The draft EIS requires p p y

some further input on the tallic plan. T believe that even with the ODOT recommendations there will be major - _ i 1 1

congestion at Il':e intersection of Illighw:ly 101 and the Transpacific Parkway, as well as at the intersection nfl IND241-7 IND241-8 !\/leaSUI’(-ES to C_Ont_rOI non-native Spe(:les in ba"aSt W_ater for

Transpacific Parkway and Horslall Beach Road. During the summer, especially during holiday weekends, traffic Internatlonal Shlpplng are gOVerned by Coast Gual’d rEqu”ements

is heavy. I question the reliability of waffic statistics. and international treaties

5.1.6 .

Elsewhere in the statement it was noted that one LNG vessel would discharge 9.2 million gallons of ballast water . . . . .

rha( wauld not effect water temperature, oxygen or salinity. I do not helieve that the draft impact statement ND261-8 IND241-9 See the discussion in section 2.7 of the EIS. If Pacific Connector
lv addresses the p 2 impact of non-native invasive species. State authorities have been . . . . .

concerned about tsunami (thrll. and its potential as a host for non-native species. [t wonld seem logical that SOUght tO abandon ItS plpellne on pl’lvate Iand, it WOU|d have tO

:::‘;_sldl'};t ships and associated ballast water would pose a much greater problem. fi Ie a new appl |Cat|0n With the FERC, and Staff Would CondUCt a

The draft F1S inadequately addresses abandonment, decommissioning of the pipeline on private land. Jordan i i i

Cove must submit to ODE a report and bond for retivement and restoration at the conclusion of use. There is no ozne Separate envi ronmental review for that action.

such protection for 1 % with pipeline dec i ing. Will landowners or the State of Oregon be - - -

|l_'q||i£:]“ln IImiL the bill for |)i|1(:||ul(: retirement and restoration of rl\;(: land? This is!.n:.' |||.':([i.'il o l:' )i:fllt'.-.niu]. nat IND241-10 Comment nOted- CUIturaI resource Issues and communications

merely referencing 7(h)MGA stating that reasons for the abandonment and impact on customers would he H H H H H

discussed. T lu-l'thuul)d be bp(.'l'ilifhllulltidj requirements, P Wlth |nd|gen0us people are add ressed In SeCtlon 4 11

I have many concerns not addressed in this document relating 1o water g in the Middle Fork Coquille

River, cultural resources of Camas Valley, which has a long history of occupation by indigenous people, ete.

However, | have outlined some specific areas of concern. In conclusion, the FERC must address critical

omissions and other issues in the draft EI15. The FERC must place the needs of the land and people of southwest | IND241-10

Oregon over the interests of foreign corporations and the petralenm indusiry!

Sincerely,

Kristine Cooper Cates
1688 Denn Road
Camas Valley, OR. 97416

(541) 445-2348
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IND242-1  Potential impacts from a tsunami are addressed in section 4.2.1.3.
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Pool Fires or Explosions

In my scoping comments to FERC on October 15, 2012, after mentioning that | had
been a high school teacher in North Bend for 30 years, | said, "As | have been following
the process of a possible LNG export terminal on the North Spit | am shocked at how
dangerous this project could potentially be for those thousands of students | have
taught, and others in this community, and wonder what will happen in the Coos
Bay/North Bend community, if an LNG export terminal is built here.” | also stated at that
time that | expected the Draft EIS on this project to “... explain how it could be that the
Sandia National Laboratories, who have performed small scale tests and determined
that the ‘zone of concemn' is 2.2 miles around vessels, can be ignored in the siting of
LMNG ports (and certainly export terminals) closer than 2.2 miles from civilians. The
planned siting is closer than that to the local high School (where | taught and substitute)
and the nearby middle school and the largest shopping center on the South Coast of
Cregon, not to mention the local airport that has a flight pattern directly over the
proposed terminal.” In addition, at that time | asked FERC to * ...explain how the safety
zone around an LNG tanker in the bay, in the event of an accident, is going to prevent
the fiery deaths of thousands of local residents, since many people live within this safety
zone."

Now that | have reviewed the massive DEIS document, as well as | could by using
search tools on line, | still don't have those answers. | specifically remember Paul
Friedman stating that the purpose of the scoping process was to let FERC know what
we were concerned about and that our comments would be addressed in the DEIS. |
did find, on page 980 in section 4, the following: "Estimates for the number of structures
and the population within the Zones of Concern were provided in sections 4.7.1.2 and
4.8.1.1 of the FEIS the FERC issued in May 2008 for the previously proposed Jordan
Cove LNG import terminal in Docket No.CP07-444-000. No residential structures,
hotels, or motels were identified within Zone 1 (within 1,640 feet of the waterway). There
are about 11 hotels or motels, and about 5,457 residential structures, including single
family homes, apartments, and mobile homes, within Zones 2 and 3 combined, between
0.3 and 2.2 miles outside of the waterway. We estimated that there are approximately
16,922 people total residing within the Zones of Concern.”

| have noted that the maps with the identified zones of concern that were in the import
DEIS are missing in this DEIS. Did the danger go away, so it was not included now that
this is an export instead of an import propesal? | understand that instead of less
danger, this export terminal would be more dangerous. | base my knowledge of this
on a letter written to the FERC as comments on the DEIS dated January 14, 2015, by
Jerry Havens, Distinguished Professor of Chemical Engineering at the University of
Arkansas and James Venart, Professor Emeritus of Mechanical Engineering at the
University of New Brunswick. They state in their letter, “We also believe there remains
significant potential for cascading fire and explosion events attending LNG only storage
and handling that have not been sufficiently addressed, particularly regarding the worst-
possible case events that should be considered on the shore side storage tanks and
marine side (ship related), either by accident or terrorist activity. Havens and Vernart go

IND242

Continued, page 2 of 8

IND242-2
IND242-3

IND242-2

IND242-3

Comment noted.

As stated in section 1.1.1 of this EIS, we are incorporating the
findings of the May 2009 FEIS for the import proposal into our
current analysis where circumstances have not greatly changed.
Because LNG vessel traffic in the Coos Bay navigation channel is
similar in the export case, our original analysis of the Zones of
Concern for the import proposal remains virtually unchanged.
The analysis is summarized in section 4.13.6.3 of this EIS.
Second, because an accident involving an LNG vessel in the
channel is highly unlikely, as explained in section 4.13, the
regulations for implementing the NEPA do not require us to
consider events that are unreasonable or not forseeable.
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on to say, °...the regulations that are being applied to the proposed JCE Terminal
appear to give only cursory attention to the additional hazards that will be inveolved by
the proposed expansion of the terminal for export service.” | ask that FERC address
those findings in the final EIS, even if such findings would cause further alarm for the
local citizenry. Also, the maps showing the zones of concern need to be added back to
the FEIS.

In my scoping statement in October of 2012, | asked the FERC to “...explain how the
LNG tankers and the plant will be protected from possible terrorist attacks. The local
airport is so near the plant that all a plane would have to do is veer off course and crash
into the plant or a tanker and it would happen so fast that the deed would be done
almost before it was detected. Coast guard boats could not stop a plane, so will an anti-
aircraft missile base need to be added to the plan? And if that is required, what will be
the consequences to the quality of life of local residents living the rural life?” When |
searched the DEIS for information about terrorist activity, the only place terrorism was
addressed was in 4.13.6 2 LNG Vessel Regulatory Oversight, pg. 975, of section 4.
"The ISPS Code requires both ships and ports to conduct vulnerability assessments and
to develop security plans. The purpose of the code is to prevent and suppress terrorism
against ships; improve security aboard ships and ashore; and reduce the risk to
passengers, crew, and port personnel on board ships and in port areas.” | don't
understand how vulnerability assessments and a security plan can keep a plane from
losing power on take-off or landing, or being confused in the fog, thus crashing into an
LMNG storage tank or even worse, intentionally dropping a bomb on the plant or a tanker.
If such an event were to occur, it could wipe out our community. As a Coos Bay
resident | find it terrifying that such an attractive target could be sited so near my home
and my neighbors. | ask that the FEIS address the issue of airplane accidents, bombs,
or terrorist attacks on the plant.

| am concerned about Jordan Cove's design concept of vapor-impervious concrete
fences to supposedly prevent the advance of a vapor cloud. Havens and Venart state,
“The extreme measures proposed to contain the cloud on the JCE's property are vapor-
impervious concrete fences, some forty feet tall, which prevent the advance of a vapor
cloud in selected directions. We believe this provision could result in defeating the
purpose of the exclusion zones for ensuring public safety - by introducing additional
severe hazards of vapor cloud explosion.” | ask that the FEIS address this idea with
considerable evidence, that concrete fences would protect the plant, workers, and local
residents. We who live near this plant don't want to be part of an experiment and
become collateral damage with personal incineration.

| would love to believe the DEIS's glossed over lack of concern for the safety of the
people who live near the proposed plant and pipeline, but it seems much is missing
about human safety in the DEIS. FERC's environmental impact statement looks at
frogs, birds, and fish, etc. in great detail, which | am very pleased to see. However, |
can't help but wonder why there is no section that has to do with human beings and the
possible impacts on them. | ask that the FEIS address the impacts for the people both

IND242-3
Cont,

INDZ242-4

IND242-5

IND242-8

IND242

Continued, page 3 of 8

IND242-4

IND242-5
IND242-6

See section 4.13 for an assessment of safety risks. Table 4.13.9.2-
2 of the DEIS shows the various causes of outside force incidents
on natural gas pipelines as recorded by the DOT between 1994
and 2013. Included in these statistics is “intentional” damage,
which would include an attack. As shown in table 4.13.9.2-2,
there was one incident of intentional damage to natural gas
pipelines during this time period, or 0.1 percent of all recorded
incidents. As the table shows, the risk of being killed in a motor
vehicle accident are more than 20,000 times as great as from an
accident involving natural gas or LNG.

See response to IND107-4, -5, and -24.

The entire EIS is a document that addresses the impact of the
Project on the quality of the human environment, in compliance
with the NEPA. Section 4.13 addresses safety.
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Continued, page 4 of 8

IND242-7

IND242-8

As explained in section 4.9.1.6 of the EIS, Jordan Cove has
executed an emergency plan MOU with the ODE, including a
commitment to fund a fire station in the SORSC. Section 4.9.2.6
stated that Pacific Connector has produced an Emergency
Response Plan, Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan, and Safety
and Security Plan.

This is a photo of the 2009 Catafio oil refinery fire in Puerto Rico.
There have not been any "explosive LNG catastrophes” in Puerto
Rico as the comment states.
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IND242-9 Emissions are described in section 4.12.1.1. This analysis was
conducted by the FERC, not Jordan Cove.

IND242-10 The Air Quality discusses the emissions and includes tables
showing 1-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour and vyearly emissions for
pollutants.
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Continued, page 6 of 8

IND242-11

IND242-12

Effects on the Coos Bay estuary are addressed in sections 4.4 and
4.6. Impacts would mostly be temporary or short-term. The
Project would only take out about 31 (not 76) acres of estuarine
habitat in Coos Bay for the Jordan Cove terminal facilities.
Estuarine habitat in Coos Bay impacted by construction of Pacific
Connector pipeline across Haynes Inlet would be restored after
installation. Jordan Cove's most recent Wetland Mitigation Plan
was included with its CWA Section 404 permit application to the
COE, filed with the FERC on April 17, 2015. The mitigation plan
calls for the creation of 7.7 acres of new eelgrass beds in Coos
Bay, and the reestablishment of tidal flows within a 45 acre tract
adjacent to Coos Bay at the former Kentuck Slough golf course
now owned by Jordan Cove.

Baseline data on the Coos Bay estuary is provided in sections 4.4
and 4.6 of the EIS.
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Continued, page 7 of 8

IND242-13

Coos Bay averages 63 inches of rain per year. That is not a
drought. Water needed for the terminal, and the sources for this
water, are discussed in section 4.4.1.1. Climate change is
addressed in section 4.14.3.12.

W-1045

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

IND242

Continued, page 8 of 8

IND242-14

The U.S. Congress, which was elected by the people, decided to
convey the power of eminent domain to private companies that
receive a Certificate from the FERC when it passed section 7(h)
of the NGA in 1947. As explained in the DEIS, the construction
right-of-way would be restored after pipeline installation, and
landowners would be compensated for any damages. The EIS
analyses environmental effects of the Project, not the need for the
project. The Commission will use the FEIS and other analyses for
consider the need for the project, see section 1.3.
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“entral Point, OR.
fer Teo:
fGas 3

OEP/DG2
Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.E.

ket No. CP13-453-000

fic Connector Gas Pipeline, L.P.
t No. CP13-492-000
FERC/EIS-0256D

My name is Betty McRoberts.
Central Point, OR 97502,
mty Oregon located 56078 Goldbrick Re
I ., on the East Fork of the muille River. The LNG pipeline will
travel past our Coos County property and through the community of Dora.
I comn on the for the project. Much
has happ that submi mmenting on your Draft
Environmental Review.

My address is 1011 Rustler Peak Street,

I also am part owner of a family <cabin in
d, Myrtle Point, OR 97

I urge you to NOT approve the preject. I realize your staff worked
diligently to put this document together but unfortunately it is
incomplete. You will receive many arguments in opposition te the project
and I will net go inte all of them in my oppeosition.

My reasons you must not approve are:

The environmental review did not take into account the impacts on the
environment of increased extraction of Natural Gas. Likewise you did not
take inteo account the impacts on the environment of the use of this
Natural Gas which will be shipped out of Jordan Cove on 90 ships a year
to be burned somewhere in our earth’s atmosphere. This Natural Gas in
not now being burned; if it is there is ne reason for this project!! &
by adding this proje to the enviromment; both in the traction of the
Natural Gas and in t , it is impacting the
aum. It m be

a larger proj h environment Thoge
re gone where we can let one or two companies justify destruction
2 environment in the name of ead, responsibility; no, your
vonsibility is to “leave this earth a * place for the next
generation”. If you can approve this needless project in order to
promote > I tk of the earth's

ien of Oregon; you should resign

in a v

to our e:s

da of a

enpvironment and the potential
from your decision making position.

There i no public benefit of this project. Because the Natural Gas will
be exported there iz no need for the supply of gas. In a world ¢
as e United States might be forced to use this Natural Gas in the
future but otherwise we should werk as a nation teo restrict these types
of fossil fuel developments. By exporting the Natural as to other

s wWe

countries we will raise the cost of domestic MNatural Gas. Gas Producers
would s they need this production to sustain low domestic pri I
dizagree or should zay I do not believe them. I think thisz i= Wy to

thiz project. The public all over the country is starting to lock at

IND243

Betty McRoberts, Central Point, OR

IND243-1

IND243-2

MND242-1

IND243-2

As stated in 1.4.4 of the EIS, both the upstream production of
natural gas and its use downstream after LNG is shipped from the
terminal are outside the scope of the EIS because those activities
are not regulated by the FERC.

There is no evidence that the Project would result in higher
domestic natural gas prices. See response to IND37-4. The
Commission would make a determination whether or not the
Project would be in the public benefit in its Order issued after the
FEIS is produced.
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these Private-Public situations with disbelief. Our elected officials
are purchased by the large co nies and then in turn vote to
way for th projects that are counter to the public good; projects
which public officials used to be more diligent to guard against.

The few local jobs created by the project will be negated by the leoss of
manufacturing jobs moving ove as; exacerbated partially by the

avai ility of this Natural Gas to these other nations who compete
unfairly due to cheap labor.

The entire document iz very difficult for the layperson to under
It i= apparent that it is incomplete, AL t r
<l and difficult to hear,
company will = i later how the
mpary has t submi d that portion of
to be on purposer it is s¢ fragmented it is not understandable.

ard more often
to deal with that”;
This seems

¢ AnSwWer

an yet”.

ecause this is
each environmental impact

One thing, which is apparent, is the statemen
large proj and co long distal
is insignificant by itself larger = of the whole project”.
This is not how enviremmental reviews work! The logging industry is a
large project taken as a whole and you could say the same of it but this
has never been alleowed. If a logging road will have runoff inte the
streams it must deal with it, if it img spotted owl they are not
allowed to log. This is logging: an actiwvit ch has been for the
public good of the people of Oregon. environmental
regulations are a result of the abuses of the ging industry. Pecple
of Oregon want responsible logging; they do not want a Natural Gas

i cause they do not see the benefit to the citizens of Oregon or
ns of the world., They see destruction of the environment
for the future generations.

The Environmental Review did not consider Environmental Justice. Meost of
e land wil zome. Rural
Very poor ve all of their life

‘ The paymen »f the
worth a mere few The result for the
they left with a worthless piece of property. Even if 3
v where the line iz passing, your proper
now. When we first heard al t the Natural Gas project
home in North Bend, OR, where we were going to retire; across
f from Jordon Cove, ¥ in £ » OR and
: Realtor we must disc e the comin
We were going to 1 there but
= is the land our family h owned since 1907.

ur ac

e
he land.

Coos Bay has been struggling since the de
into as a small < tal fishing community with a fairly substantial
tourist industry. The Jordan Cove preject will kill the remaining
fishing fleet. The tourist fishing will be dead due to the damage to the
waters and the mere fact that 90 LNG ships in @ bay will be quite a
problem for folks whoe can only get a day now and then te run over to
figh.

¢ are told

line of logging and has settled

IND243

Continued, page 2 of 4

IND243-3

IND243-4

no242:2
IND243-5
R IND243-6
IND243-7
nO2425

There is no evidence that the Project would cause jobs to be lost.
See section 4.9 of the EIS.

The EIS is complete and understandable. It includes
recommendations for additional information that must be
submitted before construction could begin.

The proposed Project is not a logging project.

Environmental justice concerns along the pipeline route are
evaluated in section 4.9.2.9. Potential impacts to property values
are assessed in section 4.9.2.3.

Commercial and recreational fishing are discussed in section 4.9,
and we find that effects to fishing boats would be temporary and
short term. The sum of time that LNG vessels would be transiting
within Coos Bay would be about 1.3 percent of daylight hours in a
year.
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IND243-8 As stated in section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not
an issue of Envirommental Justice is the standard with which the pipeline establish Safety standards for pipelines; those standards are set by

iz being built. The company is being allowed te install the pipeline to

a lower safety standard. This is allowed because the area is rural and | upass the DOT. It is outside the authority of the FERC to revise or alter

lesz people will die. But thisz should not be allowed because there is

great wealth of natural resources in Southern Oregon which will be the DOT Safety Standards.

destroyed and conseguently destroy the entire area’s econcmy.

There ig another component of Environmental Justice; the homeowners who IND243-9 EnVironmentaI jUStice is discussed in SeCtion 4'9‘ |SSUGS
are consumers of Natural Gas many times are low or middle income. These I Considered outside the Scope of this EIS7 including the

people will be impacted by the increasing rates caused by thisz MNatural

Gas being shipped overseas. Department of Energy decision to permit natural gas export, are
The last form of Environmental Justice to be considered with this project diSCuSSed in Chapter 1.

is 1] t of mitigation of global warming. The developed nations and

the Uni States primarily, will be responsible 2 00T

nations who cannotI pay to :n tigate the e[rf'?ct:s. The American "J‘ex'p.a;'e e b0 IND243-10 See our response to Comment INDl-l'
will be on t ook for this cost; which is already quantifiable and . . . . . . . .
certainly to grow. The company who is putting in the pipe IND243-11 Potential impacts from seismic activity are discussed in section
Jordan Cove fa lity, who will res

Natural Gas for maybe 20 - 40 years of o ruction to the environment; 4.2.

they will be long gone and will neot be liable for the damage they caused.

You as the committee will not be liable; wyou will be in your grave. Your

children and grandchildren and all children and grandchildren of the

developed nations will be responsible for this cost. This will be paid

through taxes; also more of a burden on lower and middle income people.

We az a nation are moving in this country in having developers pay System

Developer Charges to install infrastructure but we still have not moved

far enough to arge those developers for the ongoing maintenance of this

infrastructure. This iz the same principle except on a much larger

scale. There are whole islands in the Pacific, which will be underwater

and the entire nation will need to be moved. There will be widespread

damage to the developing nations of the world and this iz an

Environmental Justice issue as well.

Thizs cannot be ignored as you have done in this review.

fon Cove facility and the pipeline route in nty and
County are located in fairly active geismic 31 There have
been predictions of a large major earthguake in the area. More
importantly, there are areas around Coos County, which are wvery active.
Driving from Myrtle Point to Roseburg the old Historic Stage Coach
Road throuwgh Dora and following along river and one usually nee
get out and move rocks out of th road. Many t the road will
and regquires the County road crew to come out and clean it. This i= a
daily occurre T s0il is very unstable and sinking and rising all
the time. not seem like a great place to put a pipeline. The
point I made earlier about not trusting this document; it seems like the
company installing pipeline did all the work and submitted it to you.
I might be keptical if I were you. When Coos County ntracted to
install a 10" Natural Gas Pipeline to the coast in 2004-2005 it turned
into a major fiasco where it traversed through Dora. There were numerous
frackouts of streams and rivers. There is an envirommental firm still
working to fix the proble all thes s later. What kind of damage
to our fish and aguatic wildlife occcurred with that little project? Wwhat
kind of massive damage will happen thisz time? They did not hire locals

MND242-11
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IND243-12 Section 4.8.1.3 of the EIS discusses recreation on federal lands.

No decisions have been made concerning the proposed

ions they were getting intc amendments to LMPs. Changes are being considered consistent

e with the direction in the Energy Policy Act passed by Congress in

o EZ-ECZ”T??‘:LJE: Eﬁe 2005. No federally managed lands would be permanently closed
; o to hunting or fishing as a consequence of the PCGP project.

ot let them ruin our environment, our air, our waterways, our
+» and our h..]) tats, which we have strived hard to protect while
=ral:= amoun t of logging. Please do not be so =Tc:rt

sidents have set aside National Pa
ean Act, created the EPA, etc. Do not

egs areas, passed
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Joyce and Paul Chapman, Shady Cove, OR

IND244-1
IND244-2

IND244-3

Comment noted.

See the response to IND38-5. The Commission Order (not the
EIS) would determine whether or not there is a public benefit
from the Project.

As explained in section 4.13, it is highly unlikely that the pipeline
would explode or cause a fire. The DOT, not the FERC, sets
HCA. Potential impacts from seismic activity are discussed in
section 4.2. Section 4.4 addresses water resources, section 4.5
discusses timber, and section 4.6 deals with wildlife.
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IND244-4  Pacific Connector proposes to cross under the Rogue River at

and are a source of income for the residents of our community through sustainable logging.
This area should be considered a High Consequence Area (HCA) because of the unusually
sensitive environment and because the pipeline is proposed to cross under the Rogue River, a

single source drinking water supply and home to various species of endangered fish. Drinking
water for hundreds of Shady Cove residents comes from the Rogue River through the private
Hiland Water Company and the Rogue River is the source of drinking water for the entire City of
Medford.

An accident during construction under the Rogue River, a leak after construction is finished,

and/or a resulting explosion would decimate Shady Cove and destroy the water supply for

hundreds of residents of Shady Cove and all of Medford. The river habitat for endangered

species and the forest habitat for endangered wildlife would be irreparably harmed. The

resulting destruction in Shady Cove caused by fire would be difficult to fight. Shady Cove has a

volunteer fire department and only one or two water tanker trucks. That resource is grossly

inadequate for the type of fire caused by a gas explosion sending a fireball hundreds of feet inte | o0y
the air.

Will FERC require applicant to fund in advance an appropriately staffed, full time fire
department and provide appropriate firefighting equipment?

Despite safety plans, construction plans and risk assessments approved by FERC, accidents of a
serious nature still occur with regularity. According to a letter to Congress dated August 27,
2013 from the U.5. Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (Repert), p. 7, Paragraph G, “Hazardous liquid pipeline operators reported 5,094
accidents from 1991 through 2009 and 2,653 exceeded PHMSA's significant incident threshold.
The PHMSA determined that 13 accidents from this time period occurred at inland water
crossings, All 12 failures exceeded PHMSA's significant incident threshold. .. A depletion of
cover, sometimes in the waterway and other times in new channels cut by flood waters, has
been a factor in all 13 of these failures.”

In Paragraph H, p. 8 of the Report it states “...Hazardous liquid pipeline operators reported 972
accidents from 2010 through October 2012, and 352 exceeded PHMSA's significant incident
threshold. Seven of these accident reports indicated that the pipeline crossed a body of water.
Two eccurred in 2010 and five occurred in 2011.

A depletion of cover in the waterway has been a factor in three out of seven failures. All three
of the accidents where depletion of cover was a factor exceeded PHMSA's significant incident
threshold..”

great depth using an HDD, to avoid impacts on water sources for
the communities of Shady Cove and Medford, and also avoid
impacts on river habitat and associated species, as explained in
sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6. As indicated in section 4.13, it is highly
unlikely that the pipeline would explode or cause a fire. Pacific
Connector has produced an Emergency Response Plan, Fire
Prevention and Suppression Plan, and Safety and Security Plan.
In addition, DOT safety regulations require the pipeline company
to coordinate with local responders. Pacific Connector would
provide appropriate training to local emergency service providers
before putting the pipeline into service.
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IND244-5 The Pacific Connector pipeline would transport natural gas in a
vapor state, not LNG. The pipeline would cross under the Rogue
The Report goes :.:-n toidemifvthat.one incidenloccurre.d in a buried p:tpeline water crossing River at great depth using an HDD, and WOUld not be susceptible
that had a defective weld. Two incidents resulted from internal corrosion; one was caused by .
scouring during flooding: and two were caused by failures at the girth weld as a result of to ﬂOOdIng' See response tO IND244-4
externalloading caused by exposure to flood conditions. Clearly, despite best laid plans, IND244-6 See Pacific Connector's Groundwater Supply Monitoring and
inspections and analysis, poor construction and accidents occur, especially, it would appear, in .. A . h . . .
flood zones. Mitigation Plan (filed with the application and available on
elibrary). If monitoring determined after construction that there
The Rogue River has been knowrltoflond. FEMA has sFr'rct regulations regarding.building in has been an effect to groundwater SUpply (eithel’ y|e|d or quallty),
flood zones and above flood plains. FEMA recently revised flood zone maps and increased . |d d | f t
enforcement of building codes in Shady Cove because of the perceived danger of flooding. Pac'flc Conne_Ctor wou prOVI € a temporary Supp y or wa er!
and if determined necessary, would replace the affected supply
Crossing the Rogue River with an LNG Pipeline puts the surrounding communities and the Wlth a permanent water Supply Mltlgatlon measures WOUId be
Pipeline itself at high rick for damage due to flooding. A leak and resulting explosion at a d t d -th th - d d | | d t t th
crossing of the Rogue River would cause devastation to our community that could never be coorainate wi . € Individua an_ .OWner _O mee €
repaired. Homes would be destroyed. Forests and the jobs associated with them would be IND244-5 |and0Wher'S SpeCIfIC needS. In addltlon, durlng easement
dest.roved for generations to come. Endangered species wouIFi be killed and perhaps never negotiations the landowner can work with Pacific Connector on
regaina foothold. The water supply for Shady Cove and the Cty of Medford could be cut off for siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance
years. There is no compensation plan that could fix this sort of damage to this beautiful area R . X
and the people who live init. between the pipeline and any springs or wells.
Another risk that we feel would be difficult if not impossible to prevent and difficult to mitigate IND244-7 ImpaCtS On_WaterquleS are (_jISCUSS_Ed in Secthﬂ_4.‘}. Pl_pelme
after the fact, is the potential damage to the wells in Shady Cove. The geology of this area is Safety and I‘ISkS are dISCUSSQd In section 413 The |nC|dent In San
such that it is impossible to predict what will happen to the water supply of existing wells Bruno occurred a|ong an O|der’ non_jurisdictiona| pipe"ne that
during drilling. It is entirely possible that water supplies could be disrupted or re-routed - -
because of the drilling or an accident during drilling. It is well within reason to believe that ND244-6 was regLJIatEd by the State Of Callfornla’ not the FERC
existing wells could have their water supplies diminished or cut completely as an unintended
consequence of drilling for such a huge Pipeline. In Shady Cove, if you are not on the private
Hiland Water systerm, you must have a well. Will FERC require applicant to pay all costs of
heoking up to the Hiland Water system (supplied by the Rogue River) if the water supply te
wells in the area are diminished or cut off completely?
‘We have focused on the Rogue River. However, this project anticipates 400 water crossings,
thereby exponentially increasing the risks of significant incidents along the Pipeline. The few
million dollars that applicant proposed to give to local governments in taxes cannot offset the 1244-7
huge risks, we as residents and taxpayers are being asked to bear. A natural gas pipeline
accident and explosion in 2010 in San Bruno, California resulted in $375,590,512 in property
damage according to PHMSA. We could not afford such damage. You could not replace our
W-1053 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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. . - . . ) IND244-7
homes, forests, jobs, endangered species, water or wildlife for generations. There is no price J;l

tag on such things. We urge you tc deny the permit for this project.

Sincerely,
Joyce Chapman
Paul Chapman
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To: Kimberly Boge

FERC

888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington DC 20426

From: Dr. Jan Hodder
63840 Fossil Point Road
Coos Bay OR 97420

February 1, 2015

Re: Docket No, CP13-182-000 and Pacific Comnector Gas Pipeline LP (Pacific Connector) in Docket No.
CP13492-000.

Comments on the Draft EIS

Comment: The Draft EIS does not consider sufficient alternative ways to meet the need.
Details to support the comment: NEPA regulations call for a rigorous exploration and evaluation of all
reasonable alternatives, not just those desirable by the applicant. Although the DEIS states that
*Altematives considered in this EIS include the no action alternative, system altematives, LNG terminal
alternatives, pipeline route alternatives, and aboveground facilities alternatives.” (page ES-3) there are
only two alternatives presented for public consideration:

1. No action,

2. Implementation of the Jordan Cove project.

All other alternatives mentioned in the DEIS were summarly rejected for consideration as alternatives
with no detailed analysis of why rejected. The scoping comments provided by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) on October 19, 2012 states, ... we recommend discussing the proposed project
in the context of the larger energy market, including existing expont capacity and export capacity under
application to the Department of Energy, and clearly describe how the need for the proposed action has
been determined.” Discussion of this recommendation and the public need for an LNG export terminal
are missing in the DEIS. Currently the DEIS reads as a justification document for building the Jordan
Cove and Pacific conmector projects and reads as a foregone conclusion that the these projects are the
only one that fulfill this undefined need. Alternatives presented are devoted to those within the scope of
the project, such as small reroutes of the pipeline, rather than a substantial discussion of real alternatives
to the project itself.

The Jordan Cove DEIS dismisses the fourteen LNG terminals on the East and Gulf coasts, the Alaska
LNG project and the Oregon LNG project without providing a rigorous and objective analysis as required
by NEPA regulations. Likewise, the DEIS dismisses the import LNG facilities in Mexico but it does not
consider alternatives for LNG export planned on the Canadian west coast and how gas could be
transporied to those sites.  The DEIS states, * Oregon LNG Project can meet the same basic
objectives of the Jordan Cove LNG Project, of constructing and operating a West Ceast LNG
export terminal that could service foreign markets in Asia.”™ This statement indicated that the
Oregon LNG project at Warrenton should certainly be considered as a viable altemative and should be
analyzed by a rigorous and objective manner as require by NEPA.  Information in the Oregon LN
Bidirectional Project Resource Report 1 — General Project Description Prepared for LNG
Development Company, LLC {db/a Oregon LNG) and Oregon Pipeline Company, LLC indicates that,
when compared to Jordan Cove, this site requires much less infrastructure, has a lesser environmental

IND245-1

IND245-2

INDIZ45-3

IND245

Dr. Jan Hodder, Coos Bay, OR

IND245-1

IND245-2

IND245-3

Alternatives to the proposed action are presented in Chapter 3 of
the EIS.

The DEIS is not a decision document, and does not justify the
Project. The Project has not yet been authorized. The
Commission would determine if there is a need for the Project in
an Order that would be issued after the FEIS is produced.

Chapter 3 of the EIS explains why LNG terminals on the East and
Gulf Coasts would not meet the objectives of the Project. Our
discussion of the Oregon LNG project in section 3.2.2.4 of the
DEIS concludes that it may also meet the project objectives. The
effects of the Oregon LNG proposal would be analyzed in a
separate EIS.
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impact. There iz also no need at this site for a power plant needed to liquefy gas, energy for liquefaction
15 available from renewable sources close to the project, and the pipeline is much shorter,

EPA scoping indicated that the South Dunes Power Plant power plant and the Jordan Cove export
facility are interdependent and interconmected as withowt power gas cannot be liquefied and if there is no
2as to liquefy there is no need for a power source. Thus the impact of building and operating the South
Dumes Power plant, and an analysis of altematives to the construction of the power plant for the power
supply should be included in the DEIS. An on-site power plant is not the only way to provide power for
gas liquefaction. There are however no altemative recommendations in the DEIS for how power should
be supplied to the Jordan Cove export facility. Ome alternative to consider is the construction of a high
power voltage line that feeds power from the already existing grid.

A particularly strange part of this DEIS is the inclusion of a berth/slip for a ship that has nothing to do
with the Jordan Cove project. This west side berth is, “planned for other commercial ships,
assurming the Oregon International Port of Coos Bay (Port) follows through on its plans to
provide for large deep-draft container ships.” (page ES-4). No rationale is included as to why
this action is lumped in this DEIS. If this berth had been proposed independent of the LNG
terminal would not a separate EIS have had to be prepared?  The justification for this slip in the
DEIS is that “Building a smaller slip now and expanding it in the future to meet the Port’s goals ina
separate project could result in greater resource disturbance”, As there is nothing but speculated use of
this slip in the DEIS an alternative for this action should be that it is not included in the plans for the
Jordan Cove project. The finding that “Therefore, we do not find that a smaller slip would offer
significant environmental advantage over Jordan Cove's currently proposed man ip design” has no
basis in fact and should be excluded or if included further substantiated in the DEIS. If the slip is
included the DEIS should address any shore side impacts that would undoubtedly ocour if we presume
that the construction of the western berth i going to result in its use by some entity. The map (Figures
2.1-2 and 2.1-5) shows the westem slip is bounded on its northern side by the LNG tanks and on the
western side by the containment berm and the wetlands of Hend marsh. No consid has been
given in the DEIS as to how access to the western slip would occur. The DEIS mentions that a wind
turbine construction facility might use this site which implies that the Henderson Marsh will need to be
developed. The DEIS does not provide any information on the impact of this type or any other
development. The DEIS implies that Jordan Cove has considered safety aspects of the LNG plant by
purchasing sufficient land to ensure an exclusion zone. No consideration however has been given in the
DEIS to security issues associated with the LNG plant that a merchant ship with unknown crew of
unknown national origin might present, or any facility that would be built adjacent to the western slip.

Commeni: NEPA directs that the DEIS needs to include discussions of the direct, indirect and
cumulative effects of the proposed project and alternatives.
Details to support the comment:

Because the preferred alternative includes building large, multi-user slips with access channels
the DEIS should contain an analysis of the use of the Coos Bay channel from the ocean to the multi-user
slips dock (~7.3 miles). This includes the dredging and its associated environmental issues that would be
required for the larger vessels that could be accommodated in the Jordan Cove and Port of Coos Bay's
slip. (pg 3-15), and the concern for how the Port will comply with the water way safety required to
accommodate L NG tankers as they make their way to the dock.

The EPA Scoping recommended.” that the EIS consider mitigation methods and reasonable
alternatives to reduce action related greenhouse gas emissions and include a discussion of cumulative
effects of greenhouse gas emissions related to the proposed action™ and consider, “the difference in
emissions associate with altematives™ The DEIS does none of this. As no altematives are presented in

Continued, page 2 of 4

IND245
IND245-4
IND245-5
IND245-6
ND245-6 IND245-7
ND245-9 | N D245'8
IND245-9
NDZ45-10
IND245-10
IND245-11

The impacts of building and operating the South Dunes Power Plant are
analyzed in this EIS. See section 3.3.2.3 for a discussion of alternative electric
power Sources.

The multi-user facility is no longer being considered. The proposed action
under this NEPA analysis includes a single-use slip and access channel that
solely supports LNG operations. The 800-foot slip width would be needed in
order to be able to move an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east side of
the slip in the event of an incident within the LNG upland facilities that might
threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth. Having the 800 foot slip width
provides the flexibility needed for tugs to move the LNG vessel away from a
hazard at the terminal or at the LNG loading dock to the relative safety of the
west side of the slip. All references to a multi-purpose facility, mixed-use
facility and/or alternative use in the DEIS, appendices and other supporting
documents have been deleted from the FEIS.

There is no western berth proposed, and Henderson Marsh would not be
impacted. See response to IND245-5.

As explained in section 2.2.5, another company, Principal Power, is proposing
to stage the construction of wind turbines on the west side of the Jordan Cove
marine slip, and that action may impact Henderson Marsh. The Principal Power
action is independent and separate from the Jordan Cove LNG terminal. The
Principal Power proposal has not yet been funded or approved by the
appropriate agencies (it does not need FERC approval). The environmental
impacts of the Principal Power proposal are considered in this EIS under the
Cumulative Impacts section at 4.14.

The Coast Guard would be responsible for the safe use of the waterway. See
response to IND242-4.

The EIS does include an analysis of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts.
See the discussion in section 1.4, and the discussion of cumulative impacts in
section 4.14.

The Jordan Cove Project does not include additional dredging of the Coos Bay
navigation channel. As explained in section 2.2.5, the potential deepening and
widening of the navigation channel is an action proposed by the Port, and is
separate and not related to the Jordan Cove proposal.

See the response to comment IND1-1.
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IND245-12
IND245-13

IND245-14

IND245-15

IND245-16

See the response to IND1-1.

We disagree. The proposed action as described in chapter to is
complete and accurate.

We disagree. Adequate information about the effects of pipeline
installation across the Coos Bay estuary is provided in section
4.4.2.2. Estimated turbidity levels generated when installing the
pipeline across Haynes Inlet are discussed in section 4.6.2.3 (note
the modeling results). Section 4.9.2.8 states the crossing area in
Haynes Inlet would mostly avoid oyster beds; however, it also
states that the crossing method (open cut) may result in turbidity
that could affect commercial oyster beds. Additionally see
responses to CO39-49, -51, -53, and -54.

Turbidity measurements in Coos Bay are discussed in sections
4421,4422,46.2.2,and 4.6.2.3.

The text in section 4.2.1.3 in this FEIS has been modified to now
read: "The tsunami generated by the 2011 Tokohu earthquake did
cause damage to one LNG terminal in Japan (the Minato Gas
Plant). The low lying LNG terminal is located in Sendai and was
not well protected from tsunami inundation. Even though it was
subjected to inundation depths of 4 meters, there was no damage
to the LNG tanks, no release of LNG, and no safety hazard was
reported. The Jordan Cove LNG terminal would be both elevated
and well protected by tsunami berms."
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IND245-17 We disagree. The EIS contains a complete description of the
_ o o affected environment. Section 1.4 of the EIS explains how it is
Comment: NEPA requires that the DEIS will contain a description of the environment that would be . " .
affected by the various altematives. organized. Our text reads: "The EIS describes the affected
- Ccripti - 7 /i i 5 i 215 IND245-17 . . - - .
i incomple s i contins o ilormtion sbout the et o the extrction ofthe s that will be environment as it currently exists, discusses the environmental
exported by this facility. consequences of the Project, and compares the Project's potential
Comment: Need for a supplemental draft EIS. _ _ _ impacts to a reasonable range of alternatives." While there are no
In Chapter 5 of the DEIS there are sixteen requirements that “Prior to the end of the comment period on - " - i "
the draft EIS” lI_uu Jo;\lan Cove and/or Pacific (‘uﬂ.]lerlur are mu.tim_d [u_udtlress. Agll]e en_lilies_ may . headlngs that Say Affected EnVlronment or Current Cond|t|0ns,
P oo B e The ool e et i b e b e | the current conditions are discussed at considerable length for
r.e\’iew.;\.supplhel!:ejfml dfnﬂ_EISasf)mlmedin-tOCFR Section 1502.9 should be produced for public eaCh resource in Chapter 4. AS Stated in Section 144, the E|S
comment on the sixteen requirements. R R A .
does not contain information about the extraction, production, or
gathering of natural gas, because those activities are not regulated
by the FERC.

IND245-18 A supplemental DEIS is not necessary. The FERC staff
considered all comments received up until the time the FEIS was
written and produced. Although this was months after the
applicants filed the studies the DEIS requested prior to the end of
the comment period, in fact during that time we received virtually
no comments on those additional reports or data.

W-1058 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150212-5013 FERC PDF (Unofficiall 2/12/2015 2:19:15 AM IND246 Corin Whittmore’ Roseburg' OR

IND246-1  See the responses to IND1-5 and IND1-6.

FERC failed

to feed tk

IND246-1
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Jordan Cover LNG Export terminal
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
8 February 2015

Page 1

C tson the E tive 8 ¥

Page ES-2

I request that the description of the Proposed Action be modified to include reference to
the non-LNG commercial ship berth that the applicant has identified as being part of the
Proposed Action.

Paragraph 2 ES-4,

The conclusion embodied in the final sentence of this paragraph 1s not supported by the evidence
provided earlier in this same paragraph. I request the final sentence be removed from the
Executive Summary and from other locations where this conclusion is mentioned in the
document. | have included a more thorough discussion related to this request later in these
commments.

Paragraph 3 ES-4,

The Executive summary and the DEIS conelude that it will be impractical to build a smaller slip
than the one proposed because the applicant has proposed a multi-user slip. The DEIS has failed
to substantiate this conclusion.

I request that the EIS provide information to substantiate the assertion that the goals of the
project would be impractical or unattainable if a smaller, single purpose LNG vessel
terminal were constructed.

Should the above requested analysis demonstrate that a multi-purpose slip is essential to the
attainment of the stated purpose and goals of the proposed project (providz a new West Coast
export point to deliver western Rocky mountain gas mostly to Asia), | request the following
additional analysis be included in the EIS:
1) The EIS should include an evaluation the full range of impacts linked to the
proposed multi- purpose terminal in addition to the evaluation of the impacts
associated with the LNG terminal construction, operation, and maintenance.
2) The impacts of constructing and operating the proposed multi-purpose terminal
should be compared to alternative means designed to meet the objectives including
comparing the impacts of constructing and operating a single purpose cargo
terminal and a single purpose LNG export terminal at separate locations in Coos
Bay.

Paragraph 2 ES-10

The DEIS identifies several major work products that are to be concluded before the project
could be constructed. This paragraph identifies a federal consultation process leading to a
Biological Opinion that has not been completed. While 1 support the recommendation
summarized in this paragraph, T believe it is premature to circulate the DEIS for public comment
prior to the issuance of a biological opinion.

The biological opimon referenced in this paragraph. and other findings such as the outcome of
consultation with the FAA should be included in the DEIS in order to disclose the full range of
impacts of the project as judged by the professionals charged with prepaning and evaluating this

IND247

IND247-2

IND247-3

MND247-4

Final EIS

IND247 Michael Graybill

IND247-1  See the response to IND245-5.

IND247-2  The Executive Summary is just that, a summary. The analysis is
in the body of the DEIS. The statement in the Executive Summary
is supported by the analysis in section 3.2.2.4.

IND247-3 See the response to IND245-5 and the explanation in section
3.3.2.2 of the EIS.

IND247-4  The FERC will not be issuing a supplemental DEIS. It is typical

and common for some studies to be completed both after an EIS is
finished, and after the Commission has issued an Order. The EIS
recommends a condition for the Order that states that construction
cannot begin until after applicable federal authorizations,
including a BO from the Services and finding on aircraft hazards
by the FAA, have been obtained.
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Comments of Michae| Graybill
Jordan Cover LNG Export terminal
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
8 February 2015
Page 2
proposal. As a result, I request that FERC issue a supplement to the DEIS that includes the
Biological Opinion identified in this paragraph.

Comments on Chapter I of the DEIS

Regarding 1.1.2 (current proposals)

1 request that the bulleted list of Non-Jurisdictional facilities associated with the export
terminal be modified to include reference to the proposal to construct a non-LNG
commercial ship terminal as a component of the LNG tanker berth and tug mooring
complex. The commercial ship berth is referenced elsewhere in the DEIS as being a non-
Jurisdictional facility. It should also be identified as one in this paragraph.

Regarding 1.3 (purpose and need for the project);

This paragraph clearly demonstrates that as part of its review of the proposal, the Commission
will determine if this project is in the public interest. The DEIS lacks a discussion of the criteria,
or process that the Commission will use to determine if this project is in public interest. This
section appears to be the only location in the DEIS to reference this important aspect of the
FERC’s decision making process. Because the DEIS 15 a public review document and because a
public interest determination is so clearly central to the outcome of the FERC's evaluation of the
Jordan Cove Proposal, 1 request that the DEIS include a more thorough discussion of how
the FERC will make a public interest determination.

Section 1.4.1 Purpose and Scope of FERC's Action

The focus for this EIS 1s (and should be) an evaluation of the benefits and risks linked to the
applicant’s proposed alternative; to construct a LNG export facility in Coos Bay. In addition to
an analysis of the altemative proposed by the project applicant, NEPA regulations also require
the FERC to compare the proposed alternative to alternatives other than the one proposed by the
project applicant.

Elsewhere in this document the applicant has identified the multi-user ship terminal as part of its
application. I request that the second paragraph of this section of the DEIS include
reference to the non-LNG ship terminal as being among the non-jurisdictional facilities
supporting the FERC jurisdictional facilities that are to be evaluated as part of the EIS.

Comment on Section 1.4.4 Issues considered outside the scope of this EIS

The second to last paragraph of this section includes the statement: “As articulated in the
September 18, 2008, Commission Order for the Bradwood LNG import project in Docket No.
CP06-365-000, the FERC does not engage in regional planning exercises that would result in the
selection of one terminal location over another™. T do not contest this statement.

IND247
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IND24T7-8

IND247-5

IND247-6

IND247-7
IND247-8

No non-jurisdictional, non-LNG related commercial berth is
proposed at the Jordan Cove terminal. See response to IND245-5.

The EIS is not a decision document, and will not make a finding
of public interest. See responses to IND3-1 and CO1-5.

See response to IND247-5.

Alternatives to the Project, including siting the terminal, are
evaluated in chapter 3. See the discussion for Oregon LNG in
3.2.2.4, which concludes that this alternative could also meet the
project objectives. However, the effects of the Oregon LNG
proposal are being analyzed in a separate EIS. The FERC's
historic practice is to evaluate each proposed project on its own
merits and let the market influence which of the approved projects
is built, if any.
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However, this statement should not be used as a reason to avoid inelusion a comparative anal ysis
of the environmental impacts of one or more alternate locations in the analysis of alternatives
section of this EIS. As stated in section 1.4 of this document and in NEPA implementation
regulations, the purpose of NEPA and the reason the FERC is charged with preparing an EIS is
to “evaluate proposed facilities and to identify reasonable altematives to the proposed actions
that will avoid, or minimize adverse effects on the environment™ (see paragraph 1 section 1.4 of
this document).

The September 18" 2008 Commission order should not preclude the FERC from comparing the
environmental impacts of developing an LNG facility at different locations in the same region.
In the current case, the applicant has stated a need to create a Pacific coast LNG outlet to make
an abundant supply of western rocky mountain gas available to customers mostly in Asia” (see
section 1.3 this document). Under NEPA, FERC has the obligation to evaluate alternatives in
order to compare the environmental impacts of proposals for facilities.

The FERC is presently reviewing proposals to construct LNG export facilities at two separate
port locations in Oregon;, The proposed Jordan Cove LNG facility in Coos Bay and the Proposed
Oregon LNG facility on the Columbia River in Warrenton. Both proposals involve liquefying INDI4 76
and exporting North American pipeline gas to customers in Asia. These two proposals differ in cont
several fundamental ways outlined later in these comments. The different setting and actions
proposed by the individual applicants will doubtless result in each proposal having a distinet set
of environmental impacts. A properly structured articulation and analysis of these altemative
proposals and their associated impacts in the EIS should enable reviewers and the FERC to
identify a preferred location that most effectively avoids or minimizes the adverse effects on the
environment.

That FERC is reviewing proposals to construct and operate LNG facilities at two different
Oregon ports suggests more than one Oregon port may be a suitable location to site an LNG
export facility capable of meeting the need stated in this DEIS. Because there appears to be at
least two locations suited for the development of an LNG export facility, I request that this
EIS include in the analysis of alternatives section, a comparison of the environmental
impacts linked to constructing and operating the proposed Jordan Cove LNG facility and
Pacific C pipeline with the envir tal impacts of the proposed LNG facility
and connector pipeline in the Columbia River.

The purpose of this above requested evaluation of altemnatives to the proposed action should be
to provide a defensible response to the four bulleted purposes for preparing the EIS stated in the
first paragraph of section 1.4 of this document. Namely:
+ a description and evaluation of reasonable altematives to the proposed actions that
would avoid or minumize adverse effects on the enviromment;
= the identification and assessment of the potential direct, indireet, and cumulative
impacts on the natural and human environment that would result from implementation of
the proposed actions;
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o 2T Cover LNG Exportterminal IND247-9  Chapter 1 is an introduction. A listing of laws, regulations, and
s February 2015 agency approvals is appropriate as background for an
Page 4 . . . . .
+ the identification and recommendations for specific mitigation measures, as necessary, enVIronm_ental_ analy§|§. The proposed action and proJeCt faCIlItIeS
to avoid or minimize significant environmental effects; and are descﬂbed In deta” N Chapter 2.
. Lh_e involvement _of the public, other agencies, and interested stakeholders in the i i
environmental review process. IND247-10 The title of the referenced table is correct.
Regarding Sectoin 1.5 (Permits, Approvals, and Consultations) _ i i i
The project description encompassed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS is 57 pages long. MNearly half (35 IND247-11 Commept n(_)ted' The Iength Of thIS section Is necessary to convey
of 57 total pages) of the chapter intended to describe the proposed project 1s dedicated to Section approprlate |nf0rmat|0n.

1.5 entitled “permits, approvals, and consultations”, While [ do not question the need for the
project applicant to be aware of and address all appropriate federal, state and local laws
pertaining to the project, it 1s not clear to me how inclusion of exhaustive listing of fiederal state
and local laws and a summary of the applicants actions to address these requirements can be
characterized as appropriate content in a chapter dedicated to providing a description of the
progect.

IND24T-9

Section 1.5.1 15 headed “Other federal Environmental laws. This section includes a 10 plus page
Table 1.5.1-1 includes a listing and historic summary of the permit applicants correspondence
with state, federal and local regulatory programs. Listing a table that includes state local and ND247-10
federal regulations in a section headed “other federal laws™ appears to be an editorial oversight in
the DEIS.

1 request that the DEIS be modified to reduce the length of Section 1.5 to a length in keeping
with other sections presented in the project description contained in Chapter one,

If it is deemed necessary to retain an agency by agency catalog of regulatory programs and to
present a historical summary of actions and communications between the project applicant and HO247-11
these various regulatory agencies [ recommend moving this information (including Table 1.5.1-
1to an appendix and making reference to this documentation in the abbreviated narrative of
section 1.5 retained as part of Chapter 1.
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s February 2015 environmental impacts of the construction and operation of the
Page 3 South Dune Power Plant. There is no non-LNG commercial berth

_ ) _ ) at the Jordan Cove terminal; see response to IND245-5.
The comments below, relate to the sufficiency of the analysis of the project alternative proposed

: the applicant, IND247-13 Alternatives are discussed in chapter 3 of the EIS
The DEIS does not provide an adequate analysis of two aspects of the applicant’s proposal IND247-14 There iS no non-LNG commercial berth at the Jordan Cove
related to: 1) The construction and operation of the South Dunes power plant and; 2) The .
construction and operation of the non-LNG commercial ship termlnal; see response to IND245-5.

Numbers 1 and 2 (above) are part of the applicants proposed alternative but in its present form,
the DEIS does not provide sufficient information to evaluate the impacts of these aspects of the
applicant’s proposed alternative. IND247-12
I request that the DEIS include a more thorough analysis of the impacts linked to the above
mentioned aspects of the proposed action and that these findings be included in the revised
draft EIS. This information will enable readers and decision makers to better understanding the
full range of impacts linked to the construction of the South Dunes Power Plant and the non-
LNG commercial ship berth that have been proposed by the applicant as part of the LNG export
terminal project.

In the absence of a proposal to construct an LNG terminal at Coos Bay, any proposal to construct
a 420 megawatt power plant or a terminal for large commercial vessels would doubtless receive
much more eritical attention than the giving to these projects in the DEIS. The DEIS identifies
these two aspects of the proposed alternative as being “non-jurisdictional facilities™ but this does
not exempt the FERC from including an evaluation of the impacts of these projects. As the lead
agency responsible for the development of the EIS, NEPA implementation regulations require
lead agencies to consider the impacts of jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional aspects of proposed
actions.

In addition to including the maore thorough analysis of the applicant’s proposed action referenced
above, I request that FERC include an evaluation of variations or modifications to the
solution proposed by the applicant that could meet the objectives and purpose of the
proposed project but with fewer impacts to the environment. The analysis requested here
is not intended to be viewed as fully addressing the need to evaluate alternatives to the
proposed action as outlined in the NEPA guidelines for the preparation of an EIS. To
support this request, [ offer the following examples of how the EIS should be structured to
evaluate how the proposed action could be modified to reduce the environmental impact.

IND247-13

Example #1 Evaluation of alternatives to the proposed commercial ship terminal

The DEIS fails to demenstrate how the construction and operation of a commercial ship terminal
adjacent to the LNG ship berth contributes to the attainment of the purpose and objectives of the
proposed LNG export terminal. The construction and operation of a new commercial ship berth IND247-14
will doubtless have impacts on the environment and the various sociceconomic factors being
considered by the DEIS. The DELS acknowledges that a commereial ship berth for Non-LNG
vessels is part of the applicant’s proposed altermative. The DEIS also acknowledges that
construction of the additional ship berth will involve additional dredging and habitat impacts, vet
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only a cursory, narrative discussion of the impaets associated with dredging the commercial ship
berth is included in the DEIS, The DEIS evaluation of the impacts of the commercial terminal is
presently limited to the actual footprint of the berth to be used by commercial vessels. No
discussion or analysis of the impacts associated with the eperation of the proposed commercial
ship terminal are included in the DEIS. This is insufficient.

NEPA regulations obligate the lead agency tasked with preparing an EIS to consider non-
Jurisdictional project elements in addition to jurisdictional ones. The applicant’s proposed
altemnative includes construction of a commercial ship berth in addition to an LNG vessel berth,
As part of its evaluation of the proposed alternative, FERC staff should evaluate the full range of
impacts linked to this aspect of the proposed action. In the case of Jordan Cove’s proposed
altemative, those impacts include an analysis of the impacts linked to the construction and
gperation of a commercial ship terminal adjacent to the proposed LNG vessel berth. At present IND247-14
the DEIS only considers a subset of the impacts linked to the construction of the nen-LNG cont
commereial ship terminal. The DEIS does not inglude an analysis of the shore side requirements
of the terminal, or other aspects of the operation of the proposed commercial ship terminal.

I request that the expanded analysis of the non-LNG ship terminal include an impact
analysis linked to the construction and operation of a commercial ship terminal in the
proposed location. Once the DEIS clearly defines the likely impact of the proposed non-LNG
commercial ship terminal at the proposed location, the alternatives analysis section of the
DEIS document should include evaluation of one or more alternatives that do not require
construction of a commercial, non-LNG ship terminal as proposed by the applicant. This
will enable readers and decision makers to evaluate how the applicant’s proposal to includs a
commercial ship terminal as part of the LNG export terminal project contributes to or inter feres
with attainment of the stated nzed and purpose of the project under the FERCs review. It will
also help to identify other suitable locations for a commercial ship terminal with potentially
fewer environmental impacts. This is the objective of the NEPA process.

Example #2 Evaluation of electric power supplv alternatives.
The DEIS includes a cursory. narrative style evaluation of several altemative means of supplying
electric power to the proposed LNG facility. The DEIS rules out all but the proposed alternative
option as infeasible. No analytical evaluation of the alternative power supply options identified
is provided. The feasibility determination used by the DEIS appears to have employed an “all-
or-nothing ™ threshold for each of the alternatives considered. If any one of the alternative power
sources was singularly insufficient to supply the full amount of electric energy needed to runthe | nsa704
LNG chillers, it was ruled out as infeasible. The DEIS does not consider options that provide a
mix of power sources. 1 request that the source by source power supply analysis be

ded to include an lysis of an option to furnish power needed by the facility using a

hination of sources including those already identified in the DEIS.

The analysis of the alternative to use the existing electric transmission system was ruled out
because the capacity of the existing trar sion lines were found to be too small to deliver the
amount of power needed for the LNG facility, No further exploration of this alternative,
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including an analysis of the work needead to upgrade the existing power distribution system so
that it has the transmission capacity needed is provided. This analysis is insufficient and the
insufficiency of the DEIS should be addressed in the Final EIS.

Following the narrative style analysis of alternative power supply, The DEIS concludes that
construction of the South Dunes Power plant as proposed by the applicant is the only viable
option available for consideration. Upon reaching this conclusion the DEIS includes little if any
additional information regarding the impacts of the Power plant. Instead. the DEIS accepts the
unspecified impacts of the power plant as central to the attainment of the objectives of the
project.

I strongly disagree with the conclusion advanced in the DEIS that building a new generating
station is the only viable alternative. The evaluation of alternative means of providing electric
power to the project in the DEIS is insufficient to support the conclusion that constructing a new
420 megawatt gas fired generating station is the only viable means of providing electric power
for the LNG chillers.

The limitations of the existing electric power transmission lines to serve energy intensive NDT-15
industries are well known in this community. The proposed LNG facility being considered by cont
this DEIS is not the first electricity intensive industrial project proposed for the North Spit of
Coos Bay. Prior to the Jordan Cove Project, NUCOR steel company considered constructing and
operating a metal recyeling facility on the North spit that also requured a high capacity, high
voltage electricity supply to run electric are furnaces to melt serap metal. During the
development of that proposal, the project proponents evaluated the cost and feasibility of
upgrading the existing electric transmission system so it had the capacity to deliver the power
required to meet the needs of the proposed facility.

On the Columbia River, Oregon LNG also found the existing power transmission system
insufficient to supply the power neadad for their proposed LNG import-export facility. In that
case, the project proponents have determined that improvements to the existing electric power
distribution network could be made to meet the needs of their LNG chillers. The DEIS for the
Jordan Cove does not evaluate the nature of the work required to upgrade the existing,
inadequate electric power transmission network so that it can provide a sufficient level of electric
energy to the project.

I request that FERC expand the analysis included in section 3.3.2.4 to include an evaluation
of the impacts associated with upgrading the existing electric power transmission sy stem to
accommodate the requirements of the proposed Jordan Cove Facility. This will provide the
Commission with a quantitative means of comparing the proposed action to other means of
providing electricity for the project that the draft EIS presently lacks.

I further request that the analysis of the applicant's proposed power plant alternative
consider the full lifecycle costs and environmental impacts of constructing operating and
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decommissioning the dedicated 420 megawatt power plant specified in the alternative
proposed by the applicant.
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Comments regarding the Jordan Cove DEIS document format

EIS document format guidelines for federal agencies are spelled out in 40 CFR 1502 - (Title 40 -
Protection of Environment Chapter V - Council on Environmental Cuality Part 1502 - Environmental Impact
Statement)

40 CFR 15027 includes directions to agencies preparing EIS documents regarding page limits:
“The text of final environmental impact statements (e.g.. paragraphs (d) through (2) of § 1502.10) shall normalky be
less than 1530 pages and for propesals of unusual scope or complexity shall normally be less than 300 pages.”

The portion of the text of the Jordan Cove project draft EIS that address paragraphs (d) through
(g) of Section 1502.10 is 1,308 pages: more than 4 times the recommendad normal page limit for
propesals of unusual complexity and over 8 times longer than recommendead for normal projects.
(Chapter 1 is 57 pages, Chapter 2 15133 pages, Chapter 3 is 72 pages, and Chapter 4 is 1,046
pages). While the applicant™s proposal could readily be judged to meet the criteria of “unusual
scope or complexity™, the current DEIS document is still so long that it is impractical if not
impossible for many (most?) interested members of the public to complete a thorough review of
the DEIS and to provide substantive comments on various aspects of the DEIS in the 90 day
comment period provided. The length and complexity of the DEIS interferes with the stated
objective of providing a concise summary of a proposed action for public review and comment.

To address this inadequacy in the DEIS, 1 request that the DEIS be subjected to a rigorous
editorial review aimed a substantially reducing the length of the core elements of document
specified in40 CFR 1502.7. 1 further request that after the DEIS should is revised as
recommended, it should be prepared as a revised/supplemental DELS which more directly
addresses the directives contained in 40 CFR 1502.7. The revised DEIS should be issued for
public review and comment. An adequate time period should be provided to permit public
review and comment on the revised/supplemental DEIS as per 40 CFR 15029,

A substantial portion of the DEIS narrative (e.g. chapter 5) contains FERC staff comments on
how the proposed project alternative could be modified to achieve FERC authorization by
diminishing the undesirable outcomes linked to implementing the proposal. The DEIS gives too
little attention and insufficient space to a robust articulation and evaluation of reasonable
altemnatives to the action proposed by the applicant.

In addition to providing an opportunity for public input to an agency decision, a primary purpose
of this EIS is to provide a decision support tool to the FERC: the ultimate decision making body
charged with implementing the Natural Gas Act. Federal regulations require agencies to conduct
an objective evaluation of alternatives to the proposed project. 40 CFR 1502.2 includes
directions to agencies specifying that:
{f) Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives before making a final decision
(§1506.1),
{g) Environmental impact staternents shall serve as the means of assessing the environmental impact of
propesed agency actions, rather than justifving decisions already made.

Major sections of the DEIS for this project involve a discussion of and recommendations
regarding how aspects of the proposed alternative might be modified to secure FERC's
authorization to proceed. This appreach places the FERC staffin the role of a consultant to the
project applicant. This approach and the lack of a substantive, objective, quantifiable analysis of
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IND247-17

IND247-16

IND247-17

The FERC is not going to release a supplemental DEIS. The EIS
is a science-driven document that analyzes the environmental
effects of the proposed LNG facilities, the associated 232-mile
natural gas pipeline, and the amendments to Forest Service and
BLM plans that are needed to allow the pipeline to cross federal
land. The EIS was written and edited by FERC staff, federal
cooperating agencies, and our expert contractors. The length of
the document is appropriate to address complex environmental
issues. It complies with the regulations implementing the NEPA
at 40 CFR 1500-1508.

The FERC is a regulatory agency. The EIS is an objective
document, written by environmental experts. The DEIS was
revised in the FEIS. Alternatives are discussed in chapter 3. The
EIS is not a decision document. No decision has been made about
this Project yet.
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altemnatives to the proposed project suggests the FERC staff may be commutting agency
resources that could be characterized as prejudicing the selection of alternatives. Further, the
overwhelming and specific focus of the DEIS narrative on the proposed project alternative
siggests that the proposed project altemnative is being treated by the FERC staff as a foregone
conclusion.
. . ND247-17
To address these inadequacies of the DEIS, 1 request that the narrative of the DEIS be cont
substantially revised to address the lack of th ok titative ideration to and
evaluation of reasonable project alternatives. The current focus of the narrative should be
shifted away from giving priority attention to the list of refinements needed to minimize the
impacts of the proposed altemative to a more balanced analysis of alternatives that place the
proposed alternative ina larger, objective context and provides the FERC with a suite of
considered decision options from which to choose.
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ra nvironmental Impa atemen
”e*"““g:e"ﬁ IND247-19 Henderson Marsh would not be affected by the proposed Jordan
Additional Comments regarding the proposed large commercial vessel berth proposed by the Applicant Cove Project_
‘While Ihe applicant and DEIS identify a |cu:a.tior| fora be_rth to be used for unspecified purposes by |arge i
Z?ZFEJ?L;?SZE?LZE 53;;‘;1:5:;;;;:’5;;:';?;;;"1::d‘ifpﬁ:;z":: IND247-20 The Jordan Cove Project no longer proposes a berth for non-LNG
LNG Is and rt the purposes of the non-LNG ial vessel berth. The DEIS evaluation of i i
the Iﬁ; Daf m:u;ﬁn'erda?uberm is Timihednl?)ndredg?l?gmgsr:;u;l footprint of ﬁ'leeberﬂ‘l 1: l?eu:s:dni; CommerCIaI ShIpS'
commercial vessels, The DEIS fails to note or evaluate any possible impacts linked to the construction ND247-18

and operation of a commerdial marine terminal proposed as part of the proposed LNG terminal complex.

The proposed design of the LNG slipway complex (including the listed boundary of the proposed project)
involves construction of an earthen berm immediately west of the proposed commercial ship berth, No
shore-side vessel access and support area is identified, discussed or otherwise considered in the proposal
or the DEIS. I request that the land side requi of the prop d non-LNG ial
terminal should be articulated and evaluated in the final EIS.

Additionally the applicant’s proposal identifies a wetland protection area immediately north of the

commercial vessel berth (see location E-3, DEIS figure 2.1-2) this location is sandwiched between the

proposed berth and essential utilities and services including but not limited to the trans pacific Farkway

and the Coos Bay Rail Link that would likely be needed to suppart the operation of a commercial vessel

berth. The area immediately to the west of the slip and access channel is an area commonly known as

Henderson Marsh. Henderson Marsh is one of the most extensive shrub scrub wetland habitats in the

region. Although Henderson Marsh lies outside of the project area boundaries identified by the project

applicant FERC's EIS for the proposed LNG export facility should include a discussion of the

likely impacts to Henderson marsh that would be associated with the development of a large IND247-19
commercial vessel berth in the location proposed as part of the LNG export terminal proposal.

The applicant has proposed berth for lange non-LNG vessels as a component of the proposed LNG

terminal project. The DEIS references some possible uses for the non-LNG ship berth incorporated as an

element of the proposed action. The DEIS recognizes that an actual use or userfs for the proposed non-

LNG ship berth has yet to be specified. As such, the EIS should consider the impacts of a suite of

possible land, utility, safety, activities, and other requirements linked to the various types of
cial vessel op i that have been identified for the large vessel berth.

In evaluating the element of the proposal to include a non-LNG commercial ship terminal as part of the
proposed LNG export terminal, I request that the EIS:
1) evaluate how a commercial vessel berth will contribute to attaining the project’s
stated purpose to..."create a new West Coast LNG export point to mainly serve Asian
customers, and potentially markets in Alaska and Hawaii"... articulated by the JCPCP
project applicants (see DEIS page ES-2);
2) articulate a suite of likely uses for the proposed « ial ship inal and
provide an objective evaluation of the likely, operational (including safety), social,
and environmental impacts of siting a new, large commercial vessel berth
i diately adj; ‘to the prop d LNG tanker berth and Henderson Marsh;
3) consider al ive means of ing the objectives of the proposed LNG export
facility project that do notinclude a commercial vessel berth at the proposed
location, and;
4) Should the aforementioned evaluation lead to a determination that ing a new
anon-LNG large commercial vessel berth in Coos Bay is necessary to meet the
objectives of the proposed LNG export facility, the EIS should evaluate the
comparative impacts of siting a new non-LNG ship berth capable of supporting the
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objectives of the project in alternative locations that are not immediately adjacent to

the proposed LNG vessel berth and Henderson Marsh.
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IND247-21 Chapter 5 is the staff conclusions referenced in 18 CFR 380.7, and
includes the recommended mitigation measures referenced in
380.7c. Alternatives are compared in chapter 3.

IND247-22 We disagree. The recommended conditions in chapter 5 are
appropriate for a complex LNG project.  Alternatives are
compared in chapter 3.
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In the DEIS, the FERC staff’s evaluation, conclusions, and recommended mitigation measures
focus almost exclusively on the altemative propesed by the applicant. The DEIS or the
recommendations it contains does not adequately evaluate alternatives to address the need other
than the alternative proposed by the applicant.

In addition to evaluating the proposed action, NEPA regulations require lead federal agencies to e
propose and evaluate options other than the action proposed by the applicant. The focus of the cont
analysis and recommendations contained in chapter 5 of the DEIS 1s almost exclusively on the
actions proposed by the applicant. The DEIS does not provide a sufficient basis to compare the
proposed approach to alternative approaches that might also meet the proposed need for and
objectives of the project.

I request that Chapter 5 be modified to include the 5 headings outlined in the above
referenced FERC regulations. I further request that the narrative under sections explicitly
address the information required in the 5 above referenced categories. In particular the
Final EIS should provide a quantitative means of comparing the proposed action to alternatives.
The “alternatives™ that make up the bulk of the DEIS discussion are more readily characterized
as suggested modifications to the proposed action and measures designed to diminish the impacts
of the proposed altemative. The DEIS and the FEIS should include a quantitative means of
evaluating alternatives to the proposed project that can be readily understood by a lay audience.
The DEIS lacks this essential component. IND247-23
The staff report and recommendations section referenced in the FERCs aforementioned NEPA
implementation regulations specify that the FERC staff report wall identify any alternative to the
proposed action the would have a less severe impact. Chapter 5 does not presently mention or
provide a comparative analysis of the alternatives identified in Chapter 3 including but not
limited to the “no-action” altermatives outlined in that chapter. I request that Chapter 5 be
revised to summarize and compare the full range of project alternatives in accordance with
FERC and NEPA implementation guidelines.
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Comments of Michae| Graybill
Jordan Cover LNG Export terminal
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
8 February 2015
Page 15

Comments on the approaches considerad to provide electrical power to the LNG liquefaction

facility.

IND247

Continued, page 15 of 16

W-1074

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150209-5085 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/9/2015 1:28:59 AM IND247 Continued, page 16 Of 16

Comments of Michae| Graybill

Jordan Cover LNG Export terminal
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
8 February 2015

Page 16

Comments on Chapter 5 of the DETS

There are numerous additional studies and reports identified in the staff recommendations
section of Chapter 5.  FERC staff recommendations indicate which of these reports and studies
should be completed prior to the close of the comment period for the DEIS or prior to issuance of
a permit to proceed from FERC. Chapter 5 of the DEIS includes 16 recommendations for the
applicant to provide supplemental information prior to the completion of the comment period for
the DEIS. By circulating a DEIS for public comments that lacks information FERC believes the
applicant should provide prior to the end of the comment period, the FERC stafl has precluded
the public’s ability to comment on information that FERC has deemed essential to include in the
Final EIS. This is unsatisfactory because this approach rules out anv opportunity for public
review and comment on the additional information that will be provided fellowing the close of
the comment period.

For the above reasons, I request that FERC develop a supplement to the EIS that includes
the information specified in the staff recommendation section of this DEIS. I further
request that FERC make this information available for public review and comment by
issuing and circulating a Suppl 1 Draft EIS for public review and comment.
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IND248

Marilyn Bailey, Ashland, OR

IND248-1

Water quality and the Project's effects on the bay are discussed in
section 4.4.2. Safety is addressed in section 4.13.
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4.6. Alternatives are addressed in chapter 3.

Kerry Holman, Port Orford, OR.

I have worked with the and BLM for nearly 30 years to establish a
forest plan that addre s the needs and desires of all stakeholders
regarding the management of cur MNation Forests. With passage of the
Clinton Forest Plan, we finally achieved a plan that meets sustainable
forest guidelines ar ntal reviews.
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IND250-1

ND250-2

IND250

Margaret Ryan, Coos Bay, OR

IND250-1

IND250-2

IND250-3
IND250-4

IND250-5

There is no contradiction. The DOE would decide on the public
need to export LNG. The FERC would decide on the public
benefit of constructing and operating the terminal and the
associated natural gas pipeline. See response to comment IND3-
4,

There is no pre-determined outcome. The Commission has not
yet made a decision whether or not to authorize the Project.
Alternatives, including alternative ports for a terminal, are
discussed in chapter 3. As stated in section 3.2.2.4, the Oregon
LNG Project can meet many of the objectives of the Jordan Cove
Project. The section also states that the FERC has not yet
produced an EIS for the Oregon LNG projects.

See response to comment IND245-16.

The EIS meets the requirements of the CEQ regulations
implementing the NEPA. See response to comment IND226-7.

It is typical and common for some studies to be completed both
after an EIS is finished, and after the Commission has issued an
Order. See response to comment IND245-18.
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IND250 Continued, page 2 of 2

staff recommendations #14-26), this DEIS is incomplete and does not allow

the public to review the recquested information in & timely manner., I IND250-5
reguest that the recommendaticns be supplied and the DEIS ke amended and cont
resubmitted to the public for review.

Thank yon for your consideration.
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2 '
IND251-1 The EIS concludes that adverse impacts on resources can be
mitigated. The Project would not be an environmental disaster.
christine prazer, Rugene, OR. Impacts on forest are discussed in section 4.5. Private landowner
LNG EpPOorc crmina and lpeline Project - . .
rights would not be violated. See section 4.9 of the EIS, and the
ect 1s an environme digsaster waiting to happen 1f it is
c much old growth £ 11 be distu on both public response tO IND38'5
ds. And if this is passed with imminent domain law the
rate lands will be having there private citizen land owner
ated.
IND251-1
Thank you,
Christine Frazer
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IND255-1 The EIS does not make a finding about the need for the Project.
The Commission would make such a determination in its Project
PT— Order. See response to comments IND3-2 and 3-4. During
of NoTth construction, the Project would result in thousands of jobs, as
: S L discussed in section 4.9.

IND255-2  See the response to IND1-4.
IND255-3  See the response to IND1-5.

IND255-2

Also, eminent domain s

private propertiss when a
foreign corporation wanls Lo seize privale properlies for Lheir cwn gain. |"‘“3‘255'3
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Elizabeth P., Roseburg, OR

IND256-1

Comment noted.

W-1085

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
20150208-0084 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/09/2015 IND257 Debra SheetZ, Ashland, OR
A/l/ié’ QrB-a2s IND257-1  Comment noted.
(P-UaZ
,leh‘ﬁl\l‘ ﬂ@S{
Yca’d‘wy FERC P
ge Foar st WG K RICAL

WFI?S}IUQZJM DC [09al

IND257-1

)ach‘nc_

Re» [ am effeSER the Soctan (ove P,

H will proddice only @ few pervmanent
jobs, theeafen several habz‘ﬁzﬁ} ‘&nﬂ/ﬂlgcl" n'an}; Z;E:Ly
for possible  rvpfure of He lue Cnpf#ar Jirn M
daim)’ 0{'“#5)’ ok mc}/ Va/wj; i b:e mcﬂr‘?ﬁ on,l
gaes # Canele! M7 fhe US Jet o

/
For many reasns,

fe
Do mt atlow Veresen o hiyeck US More corpora

9 reed.
Thowk yorg
Kt 44

Debia Cheefe
276 £ St ot Y

Pchtand O€eqon I a7s5a0

W-1086

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150209-5208 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/9/2015 3:30:23 BEM IND258 Vince Lal’]g Azalea, OR
’ ’

IND258-1  See response to IND2-8.
IND258-2  See the response to IND1-5.
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IND259-1 The attached letter/contract is from 2007, when the Project was
John Clarke first conceived as an LNG import project. The agreement as
1102 Twin Oaks Ln. -
Winston, OR 97496 shown in the letter called for Jordan Cove to purchase
URlG‘N AL 541-679-3526 transportation services on the Coos County pipeline, which means

that the Coos County pipeline would transport imported natural
gas away from the LNG import terminal. Jordan Cove is no
longer proposing an LNG import terminal. For the current
proposed LNG export terminal, all natural gas supply to the
Jordan Cove terminal would be provided by the Pacific Connector
Pipeline.

February 4, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ; )
888 1 Strest NE, Room 1A IND259-2  See the response to the previous comment.
Washington, DC 20426

RE: Jordan Cove
Docket # 13-483-000
CPAB-URD
I've submitted a copy of a contract between Jordan Cove and Coos County.

The contract calls for Coos County to supply Jordan Cove with 40,000,000 cubic feet
per day of compressed gas via the county's 12" pipeline. —
The question | would like answered is: Why isn't this section of pipeline included in the

regulative and oversight process?

I've also included some photos of where the 12" pipeline ends on the North Spit. To
get to the Jordan Cove Energy Facllity, the pipeline must cross some wetlands and is
above ground, This also leads to the question of supply.

In delivering 40,000,000 cubic feet per day to Jordan Cove, how does this effect the IND258-2
domestic base in Coos County? Both in supply and price?

Respectfully submitted,

A k.

John Clarke
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IND260-1 Comment noted.

IND260-2 Comment noted.

BellonoT o e IND260-3 Comment noted.
' — IND260-4 Comment noted.

Gary Young, Portland, OR.
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IND262-1

IND262-2

The Project includes a wide assortment of mitigation measures.
Many (such as road decommissioning and fish habitat restoration)
have been used for years and are well-researched (see section
4.6). The Project includes timing restriction to avoid disturbance
during nesting, see section 4.6.1.1 for disturbance and avoidance
measures associated with the LNG terminal and section 4.6.1.2
for disturbance and avoidance measures associated with the
pipeline. Both plants and animals live in a dynamic, ever-
changing environment due to natural and human-caused
disturbance and natural growth cycles. Over time species do
move as suitable habitats disappear or become available.

Measures to control weeds are discussed in section 4.5.1.1 for the
terminal and section 4.5.1.2 for the pipeline; also see section
4.5.1.3 for measures on federal lands. The Project does not
propose to use funds from timber sales to achieve the goals of the
EIS. Measures to reduce impacts on the PCT are discussed in
section 4.8.1.2. The Project does not include fracking; see
response to INDG6-1.
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o IND263-1 The Project involves the transportation of natural gas, not oil.
|7k [ND263

W5 FEB -9 2

Kimberty Bose, Secretary
FERC

888 First St. NE, Room 1A,
Washington DC 20426.

In reference to Docket Numbers CP13-483 and CP13-492:

1 live in beautiful Southem Oregon and | want to keep our natural beauty!!!

Please don't let this terrible pipeline, piping oil (of all thingsl) to FOREIGN
COUNTRIES be built!

Thanks,

R, O. v&.\a\m
Elizabeth Snyder

1513 Lithia Way
Talent, OR 97540
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IND264-1  See response to IND226-7.

IND264-2  The Project's purpose is discussed in section 1.3. We do not agree
Nolan D. Lloyd, Morth Bend, OR. ey = .
1. The Jordan Cove DEIS is far too large for the public to adequately that it is too narrowly defined.

review. It exceeds the recommended length for an EIS of unusual scope or HD264-1

complexity by thousands of pages. IND264-3  See the response to IND1-1.
feasonable altemative development, The Jordan Cove purpese and needs are IND264-4  See the response to IND1-4.

ztated as: To export LNG to overseas markets. The Pacific Connector R R R R R R
Pipeline will transpert natural gas from western Canada and Rocky P IND264-5 The risks to the pipeline from earthquakes are discussed in section
Mountain sourc eived at the Malin hub to the terminal on Coos Bay. ' <
This does not leave any room for reasonable alternatives to be developed 4_2.2_2_
and in fact, none w The alternatives dis 1 1 tossed out as not

s e e e e e e IND264-6 Impacts on the communities of Coos Bay and North Bend are
failed to evaluated in section 4.9.

3. The Jordan Cove LI Terminal and Pipeline analy

the true dangers of this project to increase imate change NDEA-3
. This proeject will lead to an inc se in f ing and the .
associated leaking of methane into the atmosphere, This is a cumulative
effect and needs analysis.

4. The project is teo close to an airpeort. The Jordan Cove project is
less than 1 mile from the end of twe runways. The plant will sit within
the crash zone of one of the runways. The hill near the plant is called
airplane hill for that reason.

5. The DEIS fails to adequately recognize the effects of a 9.0 or
stronger earthguake on the plant or on the pipeline. The Cascadia
subduction zone is within 8 miles of the proposed plant location. The
pipeline and the plant will most likely be shattered by an event of the
forecasted magnitude leading to envirommental damage far beyond the
effects of the earth moving alone. This needs to be addressed in the EIS.

MND264-4

ty of the pipeline breaking in numercus places during
* have not been adecg 1y addr d in the DEIS. The
pipeline crogses over 300 streams designated as tical habitat for MD264-5
anadromous fish species. When the earthguake hits, we need to know what
the effects of the pipeline shattering and releasing 2000 p=si natural gas
into the streams.

7. The LNG tankers, cooling facility, power plant and holding tanks
would be located in a tsunami inundation zone that also happens to be on
a sand spit extremely susceptible to liquefaction and subsidence. Rny
accidents place a large part of North Bend at great risk and in the event
of an earthouake, the citizens will have enough problems without adding
the risk of explosions and fire from a poorly sited LNG facility.

8. The impact on the communities of Neorth Bend, Coos Bay and the
surrounding area by a worker housing development for more than 2000
people has not been evaluated at all. s is an increase in the
population of North Bend of over 20 pe nt and the impact will be huge
on infrastructure.

ND264-6
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IND264-7 According to the Tsunami Hydrodynamic Modeling report
prepared for the Jordan Cove project the workforce housing
ND264.7 complex would not be located within the tsunami inundation area.
See Figure 8 in the Technical Memorandum Jordan Cove LNG
Facility Tsunami Hydrodynamic Modeling, prepared by Coast &
Harbor Engineering, filed with FERC on October 1, 2013
(Accession No. 20131001-5147).
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IND265-1 Comment noted.
IND265-2 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2.

Randy W Kephart, Myrtle Creek, OR.
I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and concur with
FERC's findings. As with any project, the mmunity and environment will
be affected te a certain degree. The mitigation measures Jordan Cove

has proposed and/or agreed to orate into both the
1] Cerm constr v operati wee facilities
11y reduces these itie=z, In review
evident that both FERC and JCE have gone above a
to all parties involved.
z Lo grant JC

ve

I ask that FERC
for this

options, it
e region, it 2 s p re
ic safety both durin snetruction and

I lz, and above all greater p
operation.

Sincerely;
Randy W Kephart
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Jeff Kassman, Ashland, OR

IND266-1

Comment noted. Risks to people are discussed in section 4.13.
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T ORIGINA
o~ : a:r o 24 ) M
'? D.Am%{lzmwd/ Bas - (9

’IQ --. . .
3 ge [ Docki ™5 (P )3-453 § (P 13-49Q
- ( Gordon Covte; GoosBay § Tadge Conripe~
Lo, M/yf%)
o beew potlowmgttree  proposed.
. 7 mépw,%m&#zzw o w;ﬁc&tdb
oz ..WM&W dedtrwctive & ZH
~htalth omvd. /Ng o) humark_amd
it bdig 0 meg . 2pents “7
| ééwfm,hﬁafbml:am podudion ) a
wWodoh amndo ko watiwal/
Adesknuction, o okt mattyes uw/'eress
2 Liguficcilion @10 el alons vsta)
207 ‘gf S et enengy Vobus.
L MW Tovne 16 do wo coms
B dow &éoéaﬁ, w ijlZ ol har
¥ed .mynﬁw Lol
Q& ols  uAL 05 Roloro Woter he ating,
nah oronledion L aﬁ&@ﬂd:
,()%A_/,hafapfe‘ ced, e, a/wc/_‘_éoaé/éz/
Jhodyow har ypur cdiitem
7 uféagw% 09 1R,z hoerdeon

7
ptle COMTET A

IND267-1

Comment noted.
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Patricia Ann Watterson, Azalea, OR.

I oppose the proposed LNG pipeline.

My first comment/request is to please extend the comment period. The
average, above average, U.S. citizen does not have time te read a 5000
page complex statement over the winter holiday season.

w doeg thig pipeline and the Jordan Cove terminal will benefit US
citizens in general and Oregoniang in particular. I see a lot of
potential risks, dangers, environmental destruction/degradation,

t yer's o ts, noise pollution, disturbar +» water pollution,
degradation ¢f cur Coeos Bay Harbor and fishing industry and not a lot of
egquation. The adation of a

red from forest logging we have
d'v lars on to rectify. A damaged £ 12ty
caused 1 pve: on of salmon ning grounds all
affected by this pro t. How can we justify proposal of a foreign
country teo use eminent domain on our neighbors and compromise our
environment,

I live in the Cow Creek Valley in Douglas County, one of the watersheds
i i= propesed to run through. I irrigate my '\rganly
rard and pastures with the Cow Creek water. J
neighbors pump their drinking water from Cow C
after living here 12 years, I begin to notice
and see fish flipping on the surface. I'm reguired to put a 1/: ]
Creen on my irrigation system to ]Jrfte'“l: the fish and now LNG p]. \wﬂt
'.-uan:s to compromise fish habitat. And plug up my irrigation system and
fish screen, which I paid dearly for. I am very concerned about the water
guality changes that are likely to take place if the pipeline is built
across the upper part of our entire watershed. I have explorsed the upper
1 of Cow Creek and have seen the erosion mining and logging
the unstable \_{lolll‘d

aguatic life returning

t in streams, damage to
d animal . I would like to .

2 and an emerge plan in an e¥pl
like to be able to smell a leak in the
of the aff = of thiz project on all
on earth.

ny environmental remedie
nning to
and tear
. There's

pote;
ake, fownqt' fire.
I would like to see an
d.umd]...‘ and living
ratens to destroy m
: aid for and are
of . Is money portant that you C
threatening your own life so you can make a buck
with this picture,

The Jordan ¢ LNG Terminal ar

1 place

it a down,
something wrong

peline environmental impact study
failed to cc mtribution to our climate change
problems. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, 11-1-14
report) determined that by 2050 we must have reduced our reliance on
fossil fuels by over 850%. The Jordan Cove terminal will have decades of
life left by 205 FERC failed to consider if this massive fossil fuel
project would t inte that reduction, or if it could tip us over into
unlivable climate change.

IND268

Patricia Ann Watterson, Azalea, OR

IND268-1

IND268-2

| IND268-1

IND268-3

MND2E8-2

D263

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

The Project effects on these resources are discussed in the
applicable sections in chapter 4 of the DEIS. For example, see
section 4.2.1.3 for seismic-related hazards at the Jordan Cove site
and section 4.2.2.2 for seismic and landslide hazards related to the
pipeline. Effects to wildlife are addressed in section 4.6 and
vegetation in section 4.5. Socioeconomic issues are discussed in
section 4.9 and safety issues in section 4.13. Also see the response
to IND1-2 concerning leaks.

See the response to IND1-1.
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IND268-4  See the response to IND1-2.
K ral gas is methane. 2rcenta f methane leaks unburned into th
;i:ﬂﬁég‘\ci? whr_-:\mdzi;]].ing}.‘ ]tji‘;itt‘;;;%fr;. 13'\;1 ;]r-:‘zcr_-s;:mgmlntj';n;Nf;.n't‘ s : D834 IND268'5 See the response tO IND1'3

methane iz 86 times more potent greenhouse gas than burning coal. F‘.'-fl-';L’T
failed teo consider these climate img z of LNG. - -
The company's stated Purpose and Need for this preoject {in "Resource IND268 6 See the response to INDl 4'
Report One") is to be able to continue and expand fracking. Since IND283-5
project will facilitate increased fracking, FERC should have considered IND268'7 See the response tO IND1'5
the cumulative imp - -2 g on Our environment.

FERC failed to cons cte of the LNG terminal being built in - -
the rthouake subduc and tzunami area of Coos Bay. For IND268 8 See the response to INDl 7'
> failed g ibe what could happen to the two 80 NDIEES

ied natural gas if the power plant stopped IND268-9 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.

working and the
LNG would immediately

y power alse failed, as did in Fukushima Japan. The
the LNG terminal. 1\
Hoe sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3.
for the pipeline. Tell FERC not to give the right to a foreign company to
southern Oregon to be built to the same safety standards for the entire on the DEIS paSt February 13, 2015

tart » and expand. What then? Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
pprest of Snanent discussed in section 4.7. Impacts to streams are addressed in
r their enhanced pr
Y can condemn Lhﬁ land needed

condemn Oregonians land. IND268-10 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments

FERC failed teo consider an alternative that reguires the pipeline through

230-miles. While the standards are set by the Department of

Transportation, FERC should have considered the impa f

lower safety

IND265-3
stanc in the rough mountains of rural Oregon. Ve ill save money
ng thinner pipes, less welds, and a host of other cost-saving
measures. If the p line blows up, fewer pecple die in rural areas. FERC
should have considered if pecple lives are an acceptable trade for saving
corporate profits.
'his project will clearcut a 100" wide swath through wildlife habitat
along 75 miles of public forests in southern Oregon, 20% of which had
been reserved for imperiled wildlife. Over 400 waterways will have their \ND265-a
stream de vegetation permanently cleared. FERC failed to fully consider o
the impacts teo our endangered wildlife that de
5T ream like the votted owl, ma
o
eV ey weigh in, IND263-10

Thiz project is too big to give so little time for public input.
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IND269-1 Comment noted.
IND269-2 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2.

Randy W Kephart, Myrtle Creek, OR.

I have read the Draft EIS and agree with FERC'= findings on the project. | mozsa
By following the Rules & Regulations put in place by Federal, State,

County, and City govermnments to minimize impacts to wetlands; vegetationy
fisheries; envi s; special status species;
n and visual i 50 ;oair
guality; noige; and safety makes
environmental impacts. This iz no different than hundreds of projects
around the state that deal with the zame each day and by
following the Rules & Regulation of the perm obtained aloeng with the
proper monitoring and reporting, they make minimal environmental impacts.
I e that Jordan Cove has submi 1 te and valid Draft EIS
and I ask that the permitting proces forward; and the project
approved. I a mend that you take a laock at the “Blue Ric o
line route w private along the pipe line ND26G-2
and could be a valid rout afety along this
section of the pipe line route,.

be

move

e pipe

Sincerely;

Randy Kephart
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IND270-1  See the response to IND1-6.
I, o IND270-2  See the response to IND1-1.
To whem 45 may concern: IND270-3  See the response to IND1-3.

I am deeply concerned about the impacts of the proposed Jordan Cove

liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal and Pacific Connector gas pipeline.

FERC's Draft Environmental Impact Statement for this proposal in Oregon

iz sorely insufficient and fails to demonstrate that there iz any public D201
need for this project.

The ext
conside
OCCUL

tion, transport and eventual burning of fracked gas cannot be
a bridge fuel. Natural gas is predominantly methane. Leakage
in drilling and production, transm. ion, pro ng and refining,
and distribution (including liguefaction into LNG, its transport,
regasification and redistribution). These fugitive methane emissions are
critical factors in the life-cycle pollution of natural gas.

According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, methane is 87

times more potent at trapping heat in the atmosphere than carbon dicdide

over a 20-year period. Recent studies from Stanford te NASA point to the IND2T0-2
life-cycle of gas being as bad for the climate as coal. Shockingly, the

impacts of this propesal on our climate are not addressed in your

analysis.

Zimilarly, exporting gas to new markets would accelerate fracking, yet
the impacts of increased fracking to feed this export preoject are not
analyzed in your document.

IND270-3

We need good jeobs, not temporary construction jobs in fossil fuel
development. The U.2. should be a leader in shifting us away from feossil
fuels and into a robust renewable energy culture. One million dollars of
investment in oil and gas development creates 5 jeobs. The same amcunt of
investment in seolar creates meore than 14 jobs.

Th proj is clearly noet in the public inter : and is only convenient
for a foreign-owned gas company. I urge you to deny the certificate for
thig project.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments.
Sincerely,

Mickael Belot

W-1110 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150210-5012 FERC PDF (Unofficiall 2/9/2015 10:46:15 FM IND271 Jane Mara, ROSGbUI’g, OR

IND271-1 See responses to IND1-1, IND2-1, and IND37-3. Safety is
addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS, and jobs are discussed in

jane mara, Roseburg,, OR. SeCtion 49
RE: Dockets #CP13-483 and #CPL3-492
Dear FERC:

Regarding the Jordon Cove LNG project and pipeline, and related climate
science, you have already been well informed of the science by experts.
Therefore,

You already know that any hope of having a livable planet for even the
next 3 generations of humans, depends on a global change from using
fossil fuels to using renewable sources of energy ASAP!

You already know that the process of fracking is a very dirty business;
that it increases global warming by releasing large amounts of methane,
harms the land, and disrupts whole communities where it occurs as well as
those down stream who rely on the water that is contaminated in the
fracking process.

You already know that pipelines are dangerous - you know about the
accidents that have occurred around the globe and you know that pipelines
can leak and explode.

You also know that this particular pipeline is meore vulnerable to
accident or danger from leakage than most because of the minimization of
safety standards (thinner pipes and no warning odor, for instance) since
it is aleong a rural route with a less dense population.

I hope you know that to use eminent domain te take away the rights of
American citizens for the benefit of a huge already ultra-wealthy
corporation iz at root un-American. And furthermore, to take away the
rights of American citizens for the benefit of a foreign company could be
considered, well, anti-American.

You also know that were the Jordan Cove facility to be created, (which I
trust it will NOT because common sense will, for the sake of survival,
prevail) it would cause great havec to the ecology in that area, adding
to the very dangerous devastation of this planet that is ccourring world-
wide,

And regarding jobs, you well know that, were the building of the pipeline
and facility to occur, most jobs provided would be temporary and the
number of permanent jobs minimal.

Although I am personally invelved with a property (OWL) that lieg along
the pipeline route near Days Creek, I would be as deeply concerned about
this if I were a resident of Ashland, as I used to be, or Eugene, as T
was years ago, or of Seal Rock on the coast as I lived for over fifteen
years.

This pipeline is not only dangerous for the actual areas and pecple along
the route and in Coos Bay, it is dangerous for everyone on this planet.
We cannot afford to be hoodwinked into something as dangercus as this, no
matter the ostensible reasons. It is simply too destructive at a time
when we need to be doing everything possible to restore health te harmed
places and get COZ out of the atmosphere and back in the ground, not the
other way around.

For the sake of your children, my children, and all children, grand-
children, and - hopefully great, great, great-grandchildren, as well as
all the living beings that would be harmed by the pipeline, PLERSE:

PREVENT THE JORDON COVE FACILITY AND LNG PIPELINE from ever being more ND27I-1
than a bad idea. SAY NO! You will be very glad you did.

Sincerely.,

Jane Mara

6012 Coos Bay Wagon Rd.
Roseburg, OR 97471
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IND272-2  The alternatives are compared in chapter 3, not in chapter 5 in an
February 8, 2015 EIS prepared by the FERC.

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
OEP/DG2E/Gas 3
FERC/ EIS-0256D

Pacific Connector Pipeline, LP Docket No. CP13-492-000
Jordan Cove Energy Project, LP Docket No. CP13-483-000

Comments of Marcella and Alan Laudani:

Areas of concern prominent: Purpose and Need, Safety, Necessity and
Soil Erosion/Compaction issues of the proposed Jordan Cove Terminal and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline projects,

The Purpose and Need for this project as written in the DEIS were
misconstrued, misguided and completely one sided. Seemingly written by
and for the applicant.

NEPA regulations require lead federal agencies to propose and evaluate
options other than the action proposed by the applicant. The core of the
analysis and recommendations contained in DEIS Chapter 5 is almost
exclusively focused on the actions proposed by the applicant. This DEIS
does not provide a sufficient basis for comparison of the proposed action to
the alternatives that could meet objectives for the project,

IND272-2

The following excerpt recreated largely in bold was borrowed from the
comments of Mr. James Fereday with his permission (FERC ELibrary Feb.
5, 15). We agree whole heartedly but did not have enough time to go in
depth fully here ourselves, These are excellent points.

The FERC has chosen to compare any and all alternatives to the
objectives of this project, not the project itsellf and dismisses them
because they don’t fit the objectives. By doing so, the FERC has decided
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Continued, page 2 of 12

Dockets CP13-492-000/CP13-483-000
Marcella and Alan Laudani

IND272-3

which project alternative is chosen, the only project that meets its own
ohjectives, namely, Jordan Cove and the Pacific Connector. Nearly all
coverage of alternatives to Jordan Cove is thin. Again, the regulations state,
(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail
including the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative merits,

For instance, the Gig Harbor peak shaving facility as a possible LNG
export facility is discarded because the plant is one mile away from
vessel reach, but Jordan Cove is proposing a 232 mile pipeline! One
could conclude that something other than the distance to a vessel is to be
considered, but there is no other information to help the reader to
compare realities. Another in the same dismiss-in-a-sentence mode is
Newport, Oregon’s peak shaving facility due to a port that would
“...not accommodate LNG vessels without extensive dredging.” From
Google Earth, I measured 3.3 miles of dredging in Yaquina Bay
compared to 7.5 for Coos Bay. The point here is, there is not an objective
deseription of alternatives. The EIS does point out a feasible alternative in
the port of Warrenton, Oregon on the Columbia River. It is one
proposed export facility “... that can be considered a viable alternative
to the JCE & PCGP Project.” This project gets much more than a
sentence or two description that the other sites received, but this one too
is dropped due to the fact that an EIS hasn’t yet been released. So, a
viable alternative on the west coast, in Oregon, is considered not an
option in this EIS. This astonishing admission gives further indication
that the decision has already been made by FERC to approve the
Jordan Cove project. LNG Development Company, LLC has applied to
and granted approval from D.O.E. for The Oregon LNG Bidirectional
Project in Warrenton. Looking over their application, there are some
stunning differences, and advantages to this site over Jordan Cove. One
is that there would be no need for a power plant “The proposed source
of the power is the 115- 20150209-5007 FERC PDF (Uneofficial) 2/7/2015
12:14:39 AMEKilovolt (kV) Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
power line that runs north to south approximately *: mile west of the
Compressor Station.” Another distinct advantage is the pipeline to an
existing trunk line is 87 miles long compared to 232 miles for the Pacific
Connector. This would be an import and export facility, owned and
operated by an American company. It certainly deserves alternate
consideration in the Draft EIS.

IND272-4
IND272-5

ND2T2-4

MND2TZ5

(=3

According to 8380.7 (b),a FERC EIS should include " Any
alternative to the proposed action that would have a less severe
environmental impact or impacts and the action preferred by the
staff;" Refer to chapter 3 for this analysis. Many of the
alternatives considered in chapter 3 would not meet the purpose of
the Project, others would not provide offer significant
environmental benefits compared to the Proposed Action. The
exception is the proposed Oregon LNG Project, as stated in
chapter 3.

See chapter 3 for an objective description of the alternatives.

In a separate docket, the FERC intends to produce an EIS
analyzing the proposed Oregon LNG Project sometime in the
future, as stated in chapter 3.

W-1113

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND272 Continued, page 3 of 12

IND272-6  Alternatives are compared in chapter 3, not chapter 5 in a FERC
EIS.

IND272-7  See responses to IND1-1 and IND2-3.
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IND272-8  See the response to IND1-7.
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IND272-9

IND272-10

As explained in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS, the construction
right-of-way would be restored after pipeline installation, and
landowners would be compensated for any damages. We suggest
you address protection of your septic system during negotiations
with Pacific Connector.

Bald eagles are protected by law. Section 4.6 addresses impacts
on wildlife and birds. Pacific Connector filed a draft Migratory
Bird Conservation Plan.
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home. The excavator found it necessary to break up long columns of granite
rock as this was funneling groundwater directly to our basement. The
previous winter’s rain brought over an inch of water into my husband’s
workshop and my laundry room. Also, there were significant pudding-like
mud slides across the new driveway pad. With a 95 {t. easement crossing
north to east just uphill and directly behind our home the removal of the vary
erosion control methods such as numerous large trees, shrubs and grasslands
will pose additional substantial safety issues to this home

Adfter a Pacific Connector open house in Medford T had asked Geo Engineers
what their strategy was. I was informed that sandbags, a special foam and
erosion control matting will be placed along the easement in areas of
potential landslides. This does NOT answer the question. Quite simply this
1s no substitute for the naturally oceurring water absorbent extensive root
systems of the many forest trees and chaparral currently in place. Long
term existing erosion control must be retained on this 45 degree angled
slope immediately to the north and east of our home.

Another newer concern, whereby our south facing deck had sunk two plus
inches on the west end after the initial rains a couple years past, is the most
recent development to our relatively new home related to clay soils.

During the winter of 2005-2006, prior to build completion of our home, we
had our electrical cable placed under ground. The area received over 23
inches of rainfall between November 15 and February 28, 2006. This cable
15 contained in PVC pipe which connects from our transformer located on
the Old Ferry RD west of our home, runs down a short steep slope and
continues on to connect with the John Roberts™ property transformer, or a
length of enclosed electrical code guidelines wiring of about 726 feet. A
mudslide that had to be shored up by digging out and containing with hay
bales was resultant,

According to Rex Owings, former routing coordinator for Pacific Connector
Pipeline Project, this PVC cabling will need to be dug up so that the road
where it crosses can be used as an access road for the rigs of the project. He
suggested “you would be given use of a generator” for all our power needs,
We are dependant on our water well with a specialized high capacity
pump that can be utilized in combination with our fire protection
sprinkler system in the event of a fire. Use of this ‘generator’ and
subsequent destruction of our electrical cable installation is unacceptable.
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Installation of this cable came at a significant expense as my family thought
it best to use the best available practices available with regard to fire
protection. We must be assured continuation of our utilities during the
project without interruption or degradation of service.

The soil profile does not support major erosion or deforestation to the
mountains ridges facing properties on its slopes. During the winter years
November 2007 and March 2008, we received a total of 35 inches of rainfall
{we no longer have a home weather monitoring station), Over .5 inches was
received in a | hour period with as much precipitation received (.5 inches
per event) in multiple 24 hour periods. Rainwater typically sheets off the
top layers of soil when accumulations of .5 and higher occur within short
periods of time. This is a common occurrence here. The A Horizon soils
then quickly become pudding like and slough off and run down the
mountainside with extended periods of rain,

What protects our home and property from major erosion is the forested area
of numerous mature trees and chaparral approximately 30 feet to the north;
east and south, The clay expansion soils quickly reach their full saturation
point and these forests provide anchorage and stability to the slopes above
the many homes of our unique area.

On page 3-50 DEIS within Table 3.4.2.9-1 Soils. This states on the last
footnote I/ Seven TEWAS associated with the Old Ferry RD improvements
are located on Soil Mapping UT's. 144G or 122E, which have a
Reclamation Sensitivity rating. By very definition more level areas
designated for TEWAS along the Old Ferry RD are rated as such. Footnote
k/ Reclamation Sensitivity — soils having reclamation sensitivity is a
combined rating for soils with high or severe erosion potential, steep
slopes, large stones, shallow soils, and saline or sodic conditions and clay
soils. This also includes soil map units with dominant amounts of rock
outerop. See page 4 — paragraphs | and 2 reference comments above, Also
see Table 4.3.2-3 Summary Soils Limitations/ Shady Cove,

We are dependant upon a well for all our water needs. Our maintenance
room houses the well pump, interior sprinkler systems’ control panel, high
pressure water pump and 300 gallon tank, hydronic water heating systems”
boiler and piping system which heats water then pushes condensed steamn up
to heat the home and the duo water filtration/softener systems.

Originally, and in terms of Health and Safety, our well water was
extremely high in Calcium, moderate Sodium, but also was listed .010 of
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Marcella and Alan Laudani IND272-11 The applicant is responsible for identifying where blasting would
Arsenic, or higher than the newer EPA limit of 0.0005. The reverse be required to construct the plpellne The information in the
osmosis filtration system, coupled with the softener/filtration system, has H H : H
brought these levels down considerably so as to not prove a health hazard, DEIS . prOVIded by the .appllcant WI” be rev!ewed by all the
fire hazard nor cake these sensitive water systems with calcium deposits, agencies that have aUthO”ty over bIaStmg Operatlon-
den: ions of clay residues, silts or other harmful residues. . . .
fr‘:me:fo"ct‘:emf':“”r e ":‘ ues ;‘ :’l ’:‘;‘ ;_r 1" j;:jl I’e; s IND272-12 It is not likely that excavation of a shallow trench would have
he effects of blasting, according to Table 4.2.25-1 pg. 4-284 of the DE . . . P

MP 112-135 is Mod. — High Blast Potential identified by Pacific Connector. No27211 negative impacts on a deep aquifer. However, in its Groundwater
Why are these areas not identified and quantified by local federal agencies? SUpply Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, Pacific Connector states
Pg. 4-286 Under Water Wells and Springs is stated, should it be that should it be determined after construction that there has been
determined after construction that there has been an impact on groundwater d I ith ield li Pacifi
supply (either yield or quantity), Pacific Connector would work with the an effect to groun Wat(?r supply (elt er yield or qua Ity)! acl I_C
landowner to ensure a temporary supply of water, and if determined Connector would prOVIde a temporary Supply of water, and if
necessary, Pacific Connector would replace a permanent water supply. How. determined necessary, would replace the affected supply with a
and from where exactly? Further is stated; Yields from perennial streams .. .
could decrease if blasting vibrations damaged the related aquifer. Yet permanent water supply Mltlgatlon measures would be
Pacific Connector would only request authorization to test and document the coordinated with the individual landowner to meet the
baseline condition, vield, and water quality of private wells within 200 fi. of IND272-12 ' SE e H
the pipeline construction ROW. Damage to our water supply would more Iandown_er S SPEC|fIC needs. In add.ltlon, .d.urlng easement
likely occur to an aquifer upland from our home and outside this tiny negotiations the landowner can work with Pacific Connector on
window. T_'hc easement of the proposed plpc_lmc, upslope anc} to the npnh . siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance
and east of our home and well water supply is less than 500 feet. Again, this b h ineli d . I
project did not describe impacts to an aquifer located in steep terrain, Not etween the pipeline ana any springs or wells.
mentioned are the effects n_f Arse_mc am_i other hgahh ha?ﬂ_rds being leach_ed IND272-13 See response above.
from newly blasted volcanic rock and siphoned into our water supply, quite
likely al‘ dangerous concentrations. .WnFcr pressure for the Fire IND272-14 The text has been revised.
Protection System needs to be maintained at above 27 gallons per
minute to operate properly in conjunction with its specialized pump.
Owur water pressure currently is at 29 gallons per minute. Blasting and earth
maoving places our aquifer and underground stream at serious risk. Also, this
blasting and subsequent compaction of soils will possibly disrupt or destroy
the duo water filtration system’s ability to filtrate by breaking down the A
and B Horizons in the top layers of soil. Likely too, boulders and bedrock
that are cracked and shifted will damage or destroy this aquifer that supports
our only water supply and filtration systems. The value of such aquifers -
cannot be mitigated, Fracturing this most intricate and vital life support ||r|..\.‘.- o
system can and must be avoided.
Page 4-286 has a statement: Nearly all households in the Shady Cove area o
(btn. MPs 122-123) obtain water from wells already impacted by the | Har

8

W-1119 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND272 Continued, page 9 of 12

IND272-15 See response to IND272-12.
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IND272-16

The alignment sheets, which are not included with the DEIS, are
aerial photo-based and are at a scale that shows individual
structures; therefore structures near the HHD site appear on the
alignment sheets. As stated in section 4.12.2.4, the closest
residence to the eastern end of the Rogue River HDD section is
340 ft. the closest residence to the western end of the Rogue River
HDD section is 740 ft. Measure to reduce noise from the drilling
are discussed in that section.
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IND272-17 Comment noted.

IND272-18 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND272-19 We disagree. The potential impacts from seismic activity is
addressed in section 4.2. See response to IND1-1.
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IND273-1  Comment noted.
IND273-2 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2.

1e permitting p
1 al=zo urge you
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John V. Allicott, Eugene, OR
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Comment noted. Earthquakes and tsunamis are addressed in
section 4.2 of the EIS.
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INDZ75
i IND275-1 Comment noted. The EIS concludes that adverse impacts on
R resources could be mitigated; therefore the Project should not
| S destroy natural and ecological values. Impacts on water are
Rt ety foe, Seceetusy ' discussed in section 4.4. Impact tation in section 4.5
e i e -4 iscussed in section 4.4. Impacts on vegetation in section 4.5.
;;.g St 6t LR Reom (A ’ Qs See response to IND1-1 and IND6-1.
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IND276-1 Jordan Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the

Pacific Coast of the United States can be found in section 10.3.4

Naya atte, Horth Bend, OR. of Resource Report 10, included with its May 21, 2013
application to the FERC. Jordan Cove’s application in Docket

Pt e e st No. CP13-483-000 is a public document that can be viewed in

e L e L ' electronic format on the internet through the eLibrary system of

of Fhe Project and ite alternatives.” the FERC’s webpage (www.ferc.gov). As stated in section 3.3.1

Where iz the egqual assessment of the other potential szites? It iz my

understanding standard format of ;m.I'EZS inelud alternative Of the DEIS, our detailed analysis Of potential West CoaSt

ways to meet tf including the propos action (1i. Jordan Cove R R N .
project) . This is cectainly written as though Jorden Cove is the only |wozes alternative ports was included in section 3.3 of our May 2009

IEERC has not completed its envirommental review of the combined Oregon FEIS for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in
projects. It would be ture, prior to the issuance of the draft EIS, Docket CP07-444-000. This document is also available for public
PCGP Project” (DEIS p. 3-9, 3-10). How can you truly analyze and compare ) )
a‘.ter]_'lati‘.:e sites_even for the pigeon-holed primary objectives described IND276-2 The EIS ana|yzes very Comp|ex issues. These include the LNG
if one of the sites has not been assessed and an DE oduced? I want to

: rison of the DEISes for the proposed LNG export terminal for terminal, the 232-mile pipeline, and federal land management
Warrenton, JR. and the ordan ove project at the very east.
o ’ plan amendments.

see a comparis

Comment 2: DEIS statements are supposed to be written such a way that the
public can understand them. And they should be of 150-300 pages (300 if
the project is huge) (40 CFR 150Z.7). This document is over 1000 pages
including extensive appendices. I stepped counting pages and could never
read the entire document in the given time as a member of the public with
a job. This zeemz like a blatant effort to insure the fewest number of

INDZ278-2

. hs
p acing
 NEFRA regula s
te for each = lows the publ o bhe
able to click on an appropriately labeled section of interest to
Az iz this DEIS appears designed to discourage the public from reading
and commenting.

Comment 3:
de Fuca plate C
gimilar to the subduction =

gon resides right over the subduction zone where the Juan

- slides under the North Amer e (very
that caused the 2004 Indian ocean
es heights from 80-100ft.). The DEIS mentions
. We are 300+ years past the due date at v
geologists te 5 b uld have had a large magnitude (megathrus
subduction) earthdgua milar to the Indian Ocean event in 2004. RAll
geologists agree this is not an “if situation” but a “when situation.”
Having two 180 foot storage tanks containing 160,000 m3 of LNG (DEIS
2.1.1.5) on a sand spit that would be the first land mass hit by a

L ed athrust subduction induced tsunami sounds like

apocalyptic movie nightmare. ({For clarity a spit in geologic ms,
“is a narrow cecastal land formation that is tied to the cecast at one end”
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IND276-3 The CHE study is available on the FERC's eL.ibrary, filed under

CP13-480-000. In particular, see the response to FERC's data

request for additional information files on November 27, 2013. A

return period, also known as a recurrence interval (sometimes

cH repeat interval) is an estimate of the likelihood of an event, such

o e e L . as an earthquake, flood or a river discharge flow to occur. Itis a

s e e e T a ¢ statistical measurement typically based on historic data denoting

' the average recurrence interval over an extended period of time,

and is usually used for risk analysis (e.g., to design structures to
withstand an event with a certain return period).

fe Shutdown

range and de
. Wikipedia (admittedly not alv
estimate that oy of the tsun
t five me c

resultin
sources
Indian O

IND2TE-3

ld up to such
+ this

structures hig
barriers that

the 2004 Sumatra
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Sharon Rickman, VANCOUVER, WA.

23:59

-

PM

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC):

I am very concerned about the impact

export terminal and Pacific Connector gas pipeline. I am par
2 as it is entirely insufficient and
t from this project,

disappointed in Draft

sublic bene

ing for natur
undercuts the State’'s climat

The stated need for this project
fra T d to expand fracking.

Information available from t
d ez increased prices £
exp . Price increases would n
Bmericans, but would result in a net
manufacturing moving o
independence, not exports.

Due to long term and in many cases permanent impacts on
g project is clearly n
1wefit a foreign gas o

rests and streams t
1 would largely b

SCOTCMmY ,
interest :

I urge you to deny this certificate.

Resg
Sha

ctfully submitted,
n Rickman

. We shoul

sy anywhere else in America.

o combat
st as bad as
and ligquefying and shipping LNG

- would resu
s prices fc
of jobs due to yet m
be working towards energy

of the propeosed Jordan Cove LNG

cularly

ils

or the hest energy

climate change. The

our climate,

in the public

IND277-1

ND277-2

ND277-3

INDZ77-4

MD277-5

IND277

Sharon Rickman, Vancouver, WA

IND277-1

IND277-2

IND277-3

IND277-4
IND277-5

The EIS does not make a finding of public benefit; that discussion
would be in the Commission Order, see section 1.3 of the EIS.

Effects to threatened species are discussed in section 4.7. Water
quality is discussed in section 4.6.

See the responses to IND1-1 and IND6-1. Natural gas is the
cleanest burning fossil fuel, and produces less pollutants than
burning coal.

See the response to IND1-3.

See the responses to IND1-1 and IND6-1. Natural gas is the
cleanest burning fossil fuel, and produces less pollutants than
burning coal.
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IND278 Dawn R. Granger, Charleston, OR

IND278-1 Comment noted. See the analysis in section 3.4.2.2

Dawn R Granger, Charleston, OR.

Thank you for providing the FERC documentation on the Jordan Cove
Ligquefaction and pipeline projects for public review. I have studied the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and, after careful consideration,
must agree with FERC's findings. Knowing that it is unaveoidable that the
community and environment will be affected, I find reassurance in this
document and what I have heard at meetings. The protective measures which
are articulated and have been discussed address all of my concerns and
seem to address those I have heard from other entities. Az someone who
cares very much about not only o citizens but our unigue natural
habitat, I appreciate the compre ive nature of the measures to be
taken.

I am satisfied that FERC and JCE have created a plan which iz as safe as
possible while allowing for the least disruption during construction and
afterward. I am asking that you please proceed with the permitting
process to grant JCE their permit for this project. It is a good thing
for ocur bay area and we need it to come to fruition.

In regards to the pipeline, I have reviewesd the routes and ask that you
look at the alternate Blue Ridge Route for the pipeline. Although both
options leook promising, and either would work, it appears that the Blue
Ridge Route could be a less impactful to our communities, affecting fewer
private parcels and posing fewer public safety issues.

Thank you.

IND278-1
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0018 FERC PDF (mofficial) 02/03/2015 IND279
N IND279-1
R 3542 Days Creek Road
R Days Creek, OR 97429 IND279-2
3&5 Faq
R IR February 1, 2015

Kimberly D. Bose sm:!"," - T
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission it
B88 First Street NE., Room 1A O
Washington, DC 20426 \Jr{“u!fll‘il'\i..
Re: Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline LP Docket No. CP13-492-000 and Jordan Cove Energy
Project LP Docket No. CP13-483-000
1 would like to provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the planned
Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects.
The Commission should not authorize the p 1b the d facilities would not be

consistent with the public interest. mdmﬁﬂsdmlrﬂcmjmfyﬂmpnsuunﬂ'm::nmﬁ
pipeline favors public convenicnce and necessity. The draft EIS states that according to Jordan
Cove's application, it woald lke to be the first LNG export terminal on the West Coast.
ItisummnhleﬂmFERCwulddeemapmjwlwmhyulauthonmumumbeenusean

desires a certain P if that negatlvelyaﬁmm:puhhc.lflhebﬂls
were to provide a logical, honest the of purpose would be to financiall
mmlammymmmny(mmmmdaﬁc,hnmmﬁmmmhmbymyhm
wotldwide) for the purpose of exporting energy resources to buyers in Asia.  The benefit is that
a private company stands to reap hundreds of millions of dollars — potentially billions — over the
years from its sales of natural gas. There might be public acceptance if the project would
actually be for the good of the larger community, such as a highway or power line, but that is not
lhewn.'[hcd;wlwuxemmldedlnﬂmDEISthmgwwumdmgmﬁum
C with i in the future and the precedent agreements with Asian
ummﬁyhghl@ﬁshhd&t%@nmllmwnmmmm“pm&
through™ as profits designated for foreign entities are pumped through our region. We certainly
hopﬂhﬂﬂnOommmnmﬂmmﬁﬂlyduchuﬁ:medfordusmmmﬂhuwm
this project would be consistent with public i 1, public i and ly
making its decision on whether or not to auth it.

DEIS primary purpose and need is disingenuous at best, as there is no need to construct the
pipeline project if the intent is to supply additional volumes to markets in Oregon. The existing
Ruby pipeline already provides an available conduit for natural gas supplies. Pacific Connector
states that additional volume can be provided if a pipeline is extended from Malin to Coos Bay.
There is no logic in this position, as natural gas already is available to Malin. Transporting this
gas to a more distant location at Coos Bay does not create additional volume, it just sends it
further along the line. Primarily, there is no need to transport natural gas to Jordan Cove if there
is no export facility and constructing an export facility in Coos Bay would not be consistent with
public interest,

IND279-2

See response to IND1-6.

The intent of the pipeline is to transport natural gas from
Canadian and Rocky Mountain supplies to the Jordan Cove
terminal where it would be liquefied to LNG for shipments to
markets around the Pacific Rim.
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When the EIS was published five years ago, 141 separate mitigations were recommended by
FERC's staff. As the 2014 DEIS now lists106 separate mitigations, it doesn’t appear that much
pmgmsshnsheenmadewademmdymlvepommﬂmmnnﬁmlmuqm wnhzhe
number of mitigations still to be met, can the Commission logically endorse

decision now? Stnuidnudeumnhemmdmlaﬁmemwtmmmmmmmns
are fulfilled? Umlﬂm,lhepub];c:sleﬂmma“mlstmemdnﬂmnghlﬂnng”mmmﬁun
Li 1 ademrefnrpmftmuxedmlhpohru:sthcsn‘tulaﬂymull
lnmﬁ]umlommﬂmmwﬂmnly shad, (i.e. ad
fulfillment of mitigation cmdlr.wm) Thesemuwnmmﬂmmcnmnbcrof ummmenw]sul
social that remain | analysis p Fatal flaws
cmunuemumwmmepropﬂ,whctlnrmmughpm)ec:dalgn,pm;eﬂlmnnmwm

It is unclear from the document exactly what the rarmﬁmnns are if the appllcnm does not fulfill
mitigation requirements such as those under the heading * quired prior to the end of
the comment period on the draft EIS™. Ww]lmunfﬂ’mcm not completed? Will
additional time be allowed to the applicant unconditionally until such mitigations are complete?
Wll]nbemumodmmcsppllﬁ.mwmotbecownedon!meplyasnucdcdmmeet

? It would appear that if a timeframe cannot be met that the
Comm:mmskouldlableadwmn

The DEIS ouu.med poienlml preater than significant levels™ of risk affiliated with construction
of an undy at landslide sites at MP18.1, 18.2 and MP36.9. The mitigation
propased to , address this risk is not adequate. Regular monitoring prescribed in the Erosion
Control & Revegetation Plan (ECRP) will not serve to alleviate the risk. Severe landslides are
not a rare occurrence in the Pacific Northwest region and are well documented. The only risk-
free alternative would be to reroute the pipeline to avoid these arcas.

The DEIS asserts that there are few private wells that would be affected in the pipeline corridor
and vicinity. The document further claims that none of these wells are currently being used for
domestic use. Many miles along the pipeline route have not been accurately asscssed using
thorough ground survey methods as landowners have not permitted access. We believe that there
is risk of contamination or damage to viability of below ground aquifers that do serve private
potable water sources such as wells and springs. As an ple, we obtain d ic water from
an underground well located less than a thousand feet from proposed pipeline activitics. We are
nunumcdHlatmdwnﬁhcwm:rmllbcawmﬁdﬂnﬂtbclmﬂmtﬂwDEISp:mls
data di tial effect to d ic water

The DEIS does not adequately disclose violations/safety issues and how past compliance actions
have been addressed in the industry. The document states that once the pipeline is in operation,
conformance and deficiency logs will be required. What is not addressed is a disclosure
regarding past problems with LNG and plpdm: mmpmm, the m:m: of the nan-conforming
actions, how often and prevalent these defi are, the and of fines,
disciplinary, amimned:n]awonsmkmbthRCormtmmgulnloryngcnclc& What we are left

IND279

Continued, page 2 of 3

IND279-3

IND279-4

IND279-5

IND279-6

DTS5

IND279-7

The project analyzed in the 2009 FEIS was never built; therefore,
no mitigation was implemented. The Project analysis began with
the application to build an export terminal and associated pipeline.

If the Commission decides to authorize this Project, staff would
not allow construction to begin until after all pre-construction
mitigation measures have been implemented.

As disclosed in section 4.2.2.2, there are areas with greater
landslide risk. We have recommended a condition that would
require Pacific Connector to have a professional develop final
monitoring protocols at landslide areas not previously examined.

Many domestic water supply wells are not registered or identified
in publicly available state databases, and therefore not all wells in
the vicinity of the proposed pipeline have been identified. This is
explained in section 4.4.1.2 of the draft EIS. Pacific Connector
would verify exact locations of water supply wells, springs, and
seeps during easement negotiations with landowners. We have
recommended a condition that would require Pacific Connector to
file a revised Groundwater Supply Monitoring and Mitigation
Plan prior to construction that identified all wells, springs, and
water supplies within 150 feet of the pipeline.

Compliance with federal safety standards is administered by
DOT, not FERC.
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IND279-8 The Commission will determine if the Project is in the public
with is a promise that these companies will abide by the and conditions, ) ; T
it o e g mj‘f“?’?'m&mﬂm | . interest in its Order.

readers a framework for comparing potential risk factors.

‘We, and many of our neighbors and friends, believe this project is not just unnecessary, but

detrimental. We request that the FERC provide documentation on just how the export proposal
mhemmdued‘mmmmlmﬂnhepublwmst 1o justify the use of “eminent domain™. I
We urge you to “reshape America"s destiny™ using non-polluting energy that |
mnmplmdmdi*wgacﬂwmnpmmhﬂmdoledrlmbmuﬁ

We do hope you will fulfill your duty as public servants to serve the American public openly and

fairly.

Thank you for the opp ity to provid to the public record for this project.

Dana. P. Stone
Roshanna Stone

Dana P. Stone
Roshanna Stone
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The EIS does not make a finding of public benefit; the
Commission would discuss that in its Project Order. Safety is
addressed in section 4.13. The DEIS concluded that adverse
impacts on specific resources could be mitigated, so that the
Project would not destroy the local ecology.
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Kimberly Bosc, Sccretary.

FERC, 888 First St. NE,

Room LA, Washington DC 20426.

Docket Numbers CP13-483 and CP13-492,
113172015

Re: I am OPPOSED to the Jordan Cove Pipeline

Dear Kimberly Base. Secretary

This letter is to Jet you know that as a long-term resident of Douglas county, | am
oppussd tu the proposed LNG pipeline in Orcgon and against any resulting increase in

i lamage to the envi t. It's wrong for a private company to claim
:lnm:nt dunlaln against protesting landowners. [t's a dangerous project and just plain
wrong and against the public interest.

IND2E1-1

Please don’t approve this project.
Sincerely,
Tara Hanson

PO Bax 307 ®
Canyonville, OR 97417 “ 2
m
v
iy

IND281

Tara Hanson, Canyonville, OR

IND281-1

The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project
would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.
However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures we
recommend in the EIS. See response to comment IND38-5.
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Anne Stine, Ashland, OR

ORIGINA;

p p IND282-1 Comment noted.
Wilderness Rites
Ecopsychology « Wilderness Vision Quests » Earth-Based Healing Practices
Kimberly Bose,
Secretary FERC
888 First St., NE, Room 1A
Washington DC 20424
Dacket #: CP13-483 and CP13-492.
R&ﬁ‘/ﬁé | IND282-1
ANNE STINE SV
% i
A
Anne Stine MA, MFT » 206 Sleepy Hollow Dr., Ashland, Oregon, 97520
neBwild jtes.com * wwwwild ites.com; 541-488-4899
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Trish Haas, Grants Pass, OR

o

e IND283-1

Kimberly Bose, Secretary Tra
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Rm. 1A

Washingtan D.C. 20426

g

Q015 FEB

RE: Docket No. CP13-483 and CP13-492
Dear Secretary Bose,

I am writing you because I totally oppose the proposed Jordon Cove LNG
Project. It poses huge environmental threats, would contribute to increased
climate change, forces Canadian-controlled Eminent Domain upon Oregon
citizens, and would support increased fracking, a process that is highly
polluting in itself.

Why would we do this to our beautiful state and country, as well as our
citizens, just to export our resources? The DOE claims that it would cause
1.2 million jobs to move overseas!

If the U.5.A. has short supplies of fossil fuels, this is an insane short-term
attempt to solve larger problems that need our attertion now! This is nat o
time that we should be exporting our precious resources, or
risking/destroying our environment.

Please do everything you can to oppose this dangerous proposall

Thank you.

Sincerely,

ek Hoas

Trish Hoas
1630 Williams Hwy.
Grants Pass, OR 97527

The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project
would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.
However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures we
recommend in the EIS. See response to comments IND1-1,
IND6-1, and IND38-5. A 2012 report for the DOE found that the
nation is “...projected to gain net economic benefits from
allowing LNG exports.”
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<hildren and all
ill mest

Please remember what sustains and enriches life here.

Thank you!

IND284

Dee Packard, Portland, OR

IND284-1

IND284-2

IND284-3

IND284-4

We are analyzing this Project because Jordan Cove and Pacific
Connector filed applications with the FERC to build an LNG
export terminal and associated natural gas pipeline. No
environmental rules would be exempted. The protection of
wildlife is discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS, and forests in
section 4.5. Air quality is addressed in section 4.12. FERC
jurisdictional natural gas transmission pipelines rarely leak
methane; and if they do, the amount leaked is very small.

The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.

The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project
would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.
However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with the implementation of the applicants’
proposed mitigation measures and the additional measures we
recommend in the EIS.  The land does not “belong to all of us;”
68 percent of the pipeline route would cross lands owned by
private individuals or entities.

In its Order, the Commission would decide whether or not this
Project is for the public good.
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IND285-1 The DEIS found that construction and operation of the Project

would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts.
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IND286-1 The Rogue River valley is not pristine. Its environment has been
modified by human activities for thousands of years. See
response to comment IND6-1.

IND286-1

3
THANK YOU!.!b!
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Renee Cotey Wolf Creek; OR«

I am strongly OPPOSED to the LNG Pipeline and the Jordan Cgve Terminal.

ABSOLUTELY AGAINST BOTH PROJECTS.

I am part of the Oregon W
our land and it will ke imposs

8 Land Trust. This pipeline will destroy
o fulfill our mission.

For what? Greed.

Sculhern Oregon and it is clearly decumented.

Veressn is a
Not the Oregoniazns.

Canadian carporation which will benefit

IT I8 NOT IN QUR TINTEREST.

and make profits.

Envircnment

In a to werk together and scl
he pro ies are facing: inundations
extre

Both the terminal and the pipeline are potential disasters: earthquakes,
explosions, water pollution, destruction of old forests, fish and animals
will lose their natursl habitat, and the 1list is leng.

THIS T8 DESTRUCTION WHEN W2 NEED RESTORATTION.

o DENY the application for both the Terminal and the

IND287

Renee Cote, Wolf Creek, OR

IND287-1

IND287-1

Potential impacts on the Oregon Womens Land Trust Farm are
discussed in section 3.4.2.7 of the EIS. Jobs are discussed in
section 4.9. The EIS addresses impacts on forests in section 4.5,
fish and wildlife in section 4.6, potential seismic activity in 4.2,
and safety in 4.13. The Commission would determine public
benefits in the Project Order. See response to comment IND1-1.
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IND289-1  See the response to IND3-4.
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary OR‘G\NAL : : p . . - -
i ; IND289-2 The Commission would determine public interest and need in its
Project Order.

888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

February 4, 2015

OEP/DG2E/Gas 3

Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P.

Docket No. CP13-483-000

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, LP.

Docket No. CP13-492-000

FERC/EIS-0256D

Comments on Draft EIS for the Jordan Cove Project

The Draft EIS for the Jordan Cove Project is deeply troubling. | am especially concerned, first, with the
question of the need for the project. According to NEPA, the EIS must “speclfy the underlying purpose
and need to which the agency Is responding...” The statement of need Is key in helping the public to
understand the point of this environmentally dangerous project. Yet, the DEIS says “The purpose and
need for the proposed Project...was defined by Jordan Cove,” which traces back to fuilfill the “robust
international demand for natural gas” by exporting “competitively priced natural gas from western IND288-1
Canadian and Rocky Mountain sources.” FERC has thus allowed the petitioner to define the need for the
project. This is unacceptable. Is it that there is no PUBLIC need for this project, only the need of a
private, foreign company to earn money for itself and its investors?

“The EIS should reflect not only the FERC's purpose, but also the broader public interest and need. We
recommend discussing the propased project In the context of the larger energy market, Including
existing export ity and export ity under application to the Department of Energy, and clearly
describe how the need for the proposed action has been determined.” {EPA, “Scoping Comments —The IND288-2
Jordan Cove Energy Project,” October 29, 2012, p. 3) With these words the U.S, Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) described the job of the EIS. It is obvious this has not been done. jordan Cove
will be the largest project in the state of Oregon and it is imperative that the American public
understand the vital need that forces dangerous dredging and other major alterations to our Bay, to the
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IND289-3  See the response to IND1-1. Se the analysis of pollutants likely to
North Spit, to the air and over-all environment of Caos County, as well as land In Douglas, Jackson, and be released by the Jordan Cove facilities in section 4.12. 1.1.

Klamath counties. Again, is it there is no public need, only private corporate greed?

IND289-4 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947,

Another area of great concern is the air pollution the Jordan Cove project would bring to the coast of
Oregon. The goals of the 2007 Cregon House Bill 3543 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions would be
completely undermined by the bullding and operation of this project. Angus Duncan, Chairman of the
Oregon Global Warming Commission, a body created by the Oregon Legislature to recommend ways to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, stated that Jordan Cove will hurt Oregon's ability to meet the
commission’s goals. To avoid catastraphic results of global warming, climate scientists say the U.S.
should be reducing its carbon emissions by 6 percent a year. instead, Jordan Cove would increase them.
We owe it to our children and their children to leave our world a better place. Allowing the pollution of
our alr resuiting from both construction and operation of this project displays our greed, selfishness, and
short-sightedness to our posterity.

IND289-3

Lastly is an ignored Issue, which lawyers and politicians claim is irrelevant. But those of us with a

conscience realize the gross injustice of depriving United States citizens of their private property,

through the use of eminent domain, in order to construct a pipeline to deliver natural gas to Jordan

Cove to be liquefied and transported to foreign counties. Only some far-reaching public benefit would IND289-4
Justify such seizure of property, but doing this to enrich a private forelgn corporation, Veresen, based in

Alberta, Canada, Is a gross infringement of the rights of United States citizens, especially those rights

specified in the 5% to the Ct of the United States.

For these reasons and a host of others which many good people are raising in their reviews of Jordan
Cove's draft EIS, this project should not be sanctioned by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Very Sincerely,

Oriad Aot

Carol Sanders
664 5. Empire Boulevard
Coos Bay, OR 97420
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 1ISS10N IND290-2

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, D.C. 20428

Project Docket CP-13-492-000
Greetings Fellow Citizens:

| am writing to you to inform you of a geclogical hazard on our property that is in close
proximity to the easement of the proposed Pacific Connector Pipeline, or the P.C.P.
Said hazard consists of an unstable slope weakened by old logging skid roads. After
locking at the Draft E.|.S., | could not locate any maps for my area. | believe if there
was a map it would have been located in the Draft E.I.S., Volume |, chapter 3 between
pages 32-36. Therefore, due to the lack of pertinent information in the Draft E.I.S., | will
not be commenting on the Draft E.1.S. directly, but submitting my own information.

This information consists of a report on the landslide by a forestry consultant, as well as
maps of our property, including an older map showing the pipeline location when it was
proposed as an import pipeline. Hopefully this additional information will help you
locate said landslide. This hazard affects our only access o this piece of property
which is needed for proper management and income. | really hope that the
recommendations in Volume Il, chapter 5 are retained in the Final E.|.S., particularly
recommendation #48, page 36. It is my understanding that eminent domain only gives
the P.C.P. 85 ft. of constructi Therefore any damage to our property
outside that easement is not allowed by eminent domain and is litigious. Before any
construction begins on our land, we will have in hand, plans from a certified soils
engineer to stabilize the slope.

Having addressed the landslide issue, | would like to move on to the affect the P.C.P.
would have on my small wood products business. The loss of the tree growing land is a
major concem. As one of my products is bio-mass, we tend to harvest more frequently
and smaller diameter trees. We allow hardwoods to resprout on the stump and
reharvest in a short period of time (approximately 10 years).

My best selling product is madrone firewood, but we also produce wood suitable for
barbecues. We also have the ability to produce lumber, but we are not marketing
lumber at this time. | think instead of the usage of industry standards for fair market
value, each individual affected business or landowner should be compensated for their
true impacts or losses. For instance, chip price for small diameter wood is around 41
dollars per ton. | receive more than three times that amount for the same wood cut into
firewood. When the easement can be replanted, | would want it to be replanted in

IND280-1

IND290-2

Detailed maps of the proposed pipeline route are located in
Appendix C to the EIS. The attached report was considered when
making revisions to the FEIS. Landslide risks are described in
section 4.2.2.2 of the EIS.

Pacific Connector would first seek a negotiated mutual agreement
with landowners, so that eminent domain would be unnecessary.
Pacific Connector would compensate landowners for damages,
including loss of timber. FERC has no role in this process.
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IND290-3 Comment noted.
;'Larfn';';’n‘;t“'m'czg:'ﬁm:mﬂdmb;:c‘;";";;fgig'f““ab'e- Ao sniossd IND290-4 The DEIS analyzes the environmental effects of the proposed
o Project. Renewable energy production is beyond the scope of the
Now, | want to challenge the assertion the people working for P.C.P. have made that FERC analvsis
we denied them access for this project. This is false. Employees wers on our property | jupzg0-3 ysIs.

for 4 days in 2006, most of that time spent on neighboring propertiss. After lying to us
about the location of the proposed P.C.P., they were kicked off.

In closing, | was curious to know how many individual energy producers would be

negatively affected by the P.C.P. and Jordan Cove Project directly. For instance, how | jup2so-4
many bio-mass, bio-fuel, wind and solar energy preducers are being affected by the

construction of the P.C.P. on their lands.

| think the Draft E.1.S. and the Final E.|.S. should include that information. | also think
that the taking of land by the govemment, of one energy producer to give to a
competing energy producer should be illegal. It reeks of malicious behavior and fraud
by P.C.P. and the U.S. government.

| want to thank you for your time in considering these matters.

Respectfully,

Robert O. Clarke

W-1146 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND290 Continued, page 3 of 9

W-1147 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150211-5110 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/11/2015 11:08:05 AM IND291 Gary Moore, Portland, OR
IND291-1 Comment noted.
Gary Moore, Portland,
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IND292 Zack Culver, Yamhill, OR

IND292-1 Comment noted.

IND292-1
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IND293-1 Comment noted.
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IND294-1  Waterbody crossings are discussed in section 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3
of the EIS. Potential impacts on private property and commercial
fishing is addressed in section 4.9, recreation in section 4.8,
transportation in 4.10, and aquatic resources in section 4.5.
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IND295-1 Impacts on federal lands are covered in section 4.1 of the EIS.
Threatened and endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.
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¢ you for your time and consideration.
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IND296-1 The Blue Ridge alternative and the corresponding portion of the
Dear FERC StafT, proposed route are compared in section 3.4.2.2.

The DEIS provides laulted, inadequate and misleading analysis of the pipeline alignment and its
effect to residential water supplies.
According to Table 3.4.2.2-1, water supply wells within 30" of the construction right of way are
as follows:

1) Proposed — 1

2) Blue Ridge =0

The Draft EIS fails to provide any real analysis of and/or any real statistics for the impact to

residential water supplies and/or wells on the proposed route versus the Blue Ridge route
1. The proposed route has over 50 homes that are within 1000” of the right of way. Many of

these homes do not have wells but instead get their water from year round springs and Lt
streams. ‘The crossing of these springs and streams, which the proposed alignment will
do, will have an extremely adverse effect on residential water supplies.

2. On the proposed route, those homes which have wells are shallow wells and many of
which are hand dug. The water table is “sofi” and thus the underground water that fills
these wells will be adversely affected in many cases. The construction of the pipeline will
have a significant negative effect to many existing wells.

Note: The Blue Ridge route has only 2 homes that are near the pipeline. The owners of those
homes agree with the pipeline and agree that it should be on Blue Ridge. Their water supply is
above the pipeline and their water supply will not be affected.

Sincerely,
Ron Foord, affected landowner
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-IND297 . . . .
IND297-1 The Blue Ridge alternative and the corresponding portion of the
FERC Staff, proposed route are compared in section 3.4.2.2 using available
The DEIS provides an inadequate analysis of the effect on human habitat along the proposed (dESk-tOp) data'

route (between MP 11.1R and MP 21.8) versus the Blue Ridge route.

According to Table 3.4.2.2-1 Number of landowner parcels crossed are as follows:
-Proposed = 61 parcels
-Blue Ridge = 23 parcels IND297-1

This statistic is incomplete because it fails to ask or answer the question —
“How many parcels with hemes are crossed?"

a. Proposed route — parcels crossed with homes on the parcel:
Total parcels with homes = 33

b. Blue Ridge route — parcels crossed with homes on the parcel:
Total parcels with homes = 3

Sincerely,
Nova and Ellen Lovell
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IND298-1 The Commission would determine public benefits in its Project
Order.
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IND288-1

Paul Barker, Junction City, OR

See the responses to IND1-4 for tsunami effects, IND1-3 for
fracking, IND1-1 for GHG emissions. Effects on forests are
discussed in section 4.5 and streams in 4.4.1.1.
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ROBERT and JEAN POLLOCK 385 Oakview Drive  Roschurg, Oregosi ‘97471 ™. - SHLET2RM rjpollock@riousa.com

IND300-1 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. The

5 FEB -9 1 OF Commission would determine public benefits in its Project Order.
February 2, 2015 SR Q’\"P)"‘-[LE‘E(S Jobs are discussed in section 4.9 of the EIS.
[} p—
Qe IND300-2 See responsesto IND1-1, IND1-3, and IND6-1.
Kimberly Bose, Secrctary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E.

Washington, D. C. 20246
Dear Ms. Bose:

We are apposed to the Pacific Connector pipeline. It is imesponsible to place a 230-mile natural
gas pipeline across an arex where a major earthquake from the Cascadia Subduction Zone is
overdue and anticipated. 1t would jeopardize wildlifc and streams with a 100-fool wide strip that
will have to be mamtained by pesticide applications and further endanger aquatic life already
compromised by poor water quality in many of the almost 400 waterways the pipeline would cross.

It is unacceptable to allow a foreign company to take our land by eminent domain to cxport natural
gas toa foreign country; there must be a public benefit o allow the right of eminent domain, and
there is none as shown by 90% of private landowners who object. A few jobs in Coos Bay are not
sufficient to justify the destructive potential of the pipeline.

IND300-1

The liquified natural gas will be produced by fracking which is cne of the most environmentally
destructive methods of fassil fucl extraction. Apparently, FERC failed to consider the impacts of
fracking in contributing to climate change,

IND300-2

The Jordan Cove terminal will emit 2,166 million tons of CO2 per year. Our occan (isheries are
atready struggling, and increasing the acidity of the water by addition of more CO2 will only make
it worse. The pipeline, terminal, and shipping, will affect 32 specics protecied under the
Endangered Species Act.

Can you give us onc good reason to approve this pipeline? We think not!

Sincercly,

e Qe Aunk
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Anonymous

W-1158

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND301 Continued, page 2 of 4

W-1159 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150211-0033 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/11/2015 IND301 Continued, page 30f4

IND301-1  See the response to IND1-1.
IND301-2  See the response to IND1-2.
IND301-3  See the response to IND1-2.
IND301-4  See the response to IND1-4.

IND301-5 See the response to IND1-5.
The Jordan Cove LNG Terminal and Pipeline environmental impact study failed to consider this projects

‘contribution to our climate change problens. The Intergovernmental. Pancl an Climate Change (PCC, 11-1:14 report) IND301-6  See the response to IND1-7.

IND301-1
determined that by 2050 we must have reduced our reliance on fossil fuels by ov gmmlumcﬂm& ]
will have decades of lfe left by 2050, FERC failed to consider i this massive fosil fisel projeet v i f- it

reduction, or if it could 1ip us over into unlivable climate change.

}50

IND301-2

consider these climate impacts of LNG. L

s stated Purpose and Need for this project (in "Resource One7) j5 10 be able to continue and o

fracking. Since thi will facilitate increased fracking, FERC should have considered the comulative

impacts of fracking on our environment.
FERC failed to consider the i of the LNG terminal being built in the tion zone and tsunami_
For instance, FERC failed to describe what could happen to the two 80-million-galion tanks of IND301-4

quueﬁed natural gas if the power plant stopped working and the back-up power also failed, es did in Fukushima
Japan. The LNG would immediately start to warm and ¢xpand. What then?

QOver 300 Oregon landowners are facing the threat of eminent domain from the 230-mile long pipeline needed to feed
the LNG terminal. Veresen, a Canadian company is asking FERC to consider their enhanced profits from exporting IND301-5
LNG as a "public benefit", so they can condemn the land needed for the pipeline. Tell FERC not to give theright toa |
foreign company to condemn Oregonians land.

FERC failed to consider an alternative that requires the pipeline through southern Oregon to be built to the

same safcty standards for the entire 230-miles. While the standards are set by the Department of Transportation,

FERC should have idered the impacts of lower safety standards in the rough mountains of rural Oregon. Veresen

IND301-86
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Cascadia Wildlands » Jordan Cove LNG Comments Page 5 of 7

will save money by using thinner pipes, less welds, and a host of other cost-saving measures, If the pipeline blows up,
fewer people die in rural areas. FERC should have considered if people lives are an acocpiable trade for saving

—

This project will clearcut a 100’ wide swath through wildlife habitat along 75 miles of public forests in southern
Oregon, 80% of which had been reserved for imperiled wildlife. Over 400 waterways will have their stream-side
vegetation permanently cleared. FERC failed to fully consider the impacts to our endangered wildlife that depend on
these forests and streams, like the spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and coho salmon.

FERC should extend the comment period by at least 30 days to give everyone time to weigh in, and to be able to
read the 5,000+ page DEIS. This project is too big to give so little time for public input.

IND301-7

IND301-8

IND301

Continued, page 4 of 4

IND301-7

IND301-8

Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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Ex)

02006/15 OP/GK /V ,4 l

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
838 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

DOCKET NUMBERS CP-13-483-000 AND CP13-492-000
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS FOR THE JORDAN COVE PROJECT

Dear Secretary Bose and other concemed parties;

Please accept my comments on the Draft EIS for the Jordan Cove Project and add them to
comments I have orally submitted on December 11-2014 at the Medford, Oregon hearing.

1 did not have time to finish the oral submission but submitted them as a handout on that date.
They are included here for your information.(see attached)

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION

The Purpose and Need statement as defined in the EIS is too narrow.

It was adopted by FERC having been defined by Jordan Cove which is the applicant and the
major interested party. There was no discussion of the larger energy market and export capacity.
A broader discussion is needed to determine if this action is really needed. Energy markets are
fluctuating now and the need may change.

Public Interest “Under Section 3 of the NGA, the Commission considers as part of its decision
to authorize natural gas facilities, all factors bearing on the public interest. Specifically,
regarding whether to authorize natural gas facilities used for exportation, the Commission
would authorize the proposal unless it finds the proposed facilities would not be consistent with
the public interest.” (DEIS-pgs. 1-12-1-13)

Except for Coos County, it is questionable if this project is in the “public interest™ of the people
of the state of Oregon. The people of Southern Oregon will bear the brunt of the environmental
damage with very few benefits except tax ived by the ies. The jobs created will
be temporary and the environmental damage will be permanent. This pipeline is basically in the
interest of & private Canadian company which will make large profits when it is completed and
operating. | question the Public Interest for the people of Oregon of this project.

Need for the project is not being considered until later in the While it is und dably
that the Commission will make the decision to authorize the project at a later time, the Need for
this project should have been clearly defined in this document.

OBJECTIVE

The objectives of the companies were buried in the Alternatives Section (pg. 3.1) of the DEIS
and were referred to in various other places in the document but nowhere could I find them
clearly stated as a separate item. Objectives should be listed under this title as separate items.
The DEIS should have a clearly stated Objective (or Objectives) for the project. They should be
located following the Purpose and Need statement and before the Alternatives Section.

IND302

IND302-1

IND302-2

IND302-3

IND302-4

Final EIS

IND302 Susan Delles, Rogue River, OR

IND302-1 Comment noted. The DEIS analyzes the environmental effects of
the Proposed Action. It does not determine the need for the
Project. The Commission will evaluate the need based on the
FEIS and other analyses. See section 1.3.

IND302-2 The Commission would determine public interest in its Project
Order. Jobs are discussed in section 4.9 of this EIS.

IND302-3  See response to IND3-4.

IND302-4 Comment noted. Information will be added to section 1.3.
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ALTERNATIVES

A list of visble alternatives was not presented. Instead the only viable alternative was the project
itself and the “No Action™ mmmDE[S]wufesadmmthmhasalmdybeenm
1o approve the project. A broad range of al ives is required with complete analysis for each
one. The range of alternatives should include those not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
1am choosing the “No Action” alternative for the reasons stated below.

ISSUES OF CONCERN
A.LAND USE/AGENCY ISSUES (BLM/FS)-LMPs

1. NWFP AMENDMENTS-Envi are included in the NWFP which is the
currunlmdmplanuudbytheBLMmdFS It includes environmental protections which have
been approved by the courts. According to the DEIS, the NWFP and other legislative acts such
as the CWA/ESA etc., will be amended to allow this project to take place. This could seta
dangerous precedent for future actions that would make these laws much weaker and possibly
lead to environmental destruction, the long term consequences of which would be felt for years
to come. The federal agencies are held ble for the care of Federal lands, and as such,
should value the protection of them as a first priority. The fact that laws such as the CWA, ESA,
FLPMA, NFMA, O&C act and NWFP(that incorporates these laws on federal lands) can be
changed so casually to allow a foreign company to come in and make profits, shows that laws
in the public interest have very little meaning. Regulations being waived include those protecting
‘water, soil, riparian zones, endangered and sensitive species.
a, Land exchanges The positive outcome of the federal land exchange from Matrix to LSRs in
areas that do not involve the project, depends on the type and location of the landscape. Even
when LSRs are replaced, there will still be a loss of species (NSO/MAML) that exist in the areas
to be lost to the pipeline.
b. Allowing 10-15 years to meet visual requirements at various road crossings indicates it will
probably never happen..
aﬂm_&mmmllmwwmhedMymsuamfoMMMh
and dations for management, “{The Watershed Analysis} will
masmbuslsfudmlmngpmjemapmﬁcmwub,mddemmgmmmmm
restoration needs for a watershed. .. ."(NWFP-E20) Therefore, the NWFP relies heavily on the
information presented in these documents. Hmmyof&sndmmmmwﬂﬁ:m
the late 80s and 90s and, for those that have not been d, much of the i
in them is old. mmommdanonsformmgementmpmhhlywhdhmmmymsmd
conditions have changed drastically with regard to human img since the d were
written. While they are valid for historical information, all of these documents should be

updated.

d. Realignment of original pathway- While the Pacific Connector is willing to change the
pathway of the pipeline in accordance with agency requests, it will be helpful to have a final
route which is confirmed. This must happen before the FEIS is completed.

IND302

Continued, page 2 of 26

IND202-5

IND302-6

IND302-7

IND302-5

IND302-6

IND302-7

Alternatives are discussed in chapter 2. The Oregon LNG project
was identified as an alternative to the Project. It is being analyzed
in a separate EIS, as stated in chapter 3.

All of the watershed analysis (WA) documents as well as the late-
successional reserve assessments (LSRA) were reviewed and
updated with any changed conditions to ensure that the
recommendations in these documents were still valid (e.g. see
page 1-17 to 1-18 in Appendix J for a description of WA
documents reviewed and sections 2.2.1.1, 2.2.2.1, and 2.3.2.1 of
Appendix H for a description of the LSRA documents reviewed in
the DEIS).

While portions of the route can be finalized, generally the portions
on federal land, much of the route is on private land and access
has been denied for surveys. Until surveys are completed the
route cannot be finalized.
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"y

2. ACS OBJECTIVES/AMENDMENTS
igbility-Through broad interpretation, any action can be classified

as being in the ‘Natural Range of Variability”. The varied landscapes of the areas traversed by
mzmpﬁmhwbmshmmbemhmmmmymmwmohmymmynmbepmm
Pacific C is to the landscape that will require
chnngcmmmmr.hnACSahjemmnrwchngclhrmmsuchlmyﬂntmlynmhwebem

i i d The di d for the various watersheds to meet ACS
gmdelumwﬂdhawwslhwmmmveeﬂeclshmdmgmﬂwmmhﬂﬂw
answers for many questions reised, will only come after long term study of the consequences of
these actions. If they turn out to be negative, there will be no way to go back and change the
affects. When the ACS objectives can be so easily overturned what is the point of having them.

3. MITIGATION MEASURES mentioned in the document, while well meaning, can never
replace what is being destroyed.
a, DEIS assumptions- There are p in the d that these mitigation measures will
have consequences that, in the long term, they may not have. An example of this is the
assumption that replacing a Late Seral Forest with an Early Seral one will lead to another Mature
Forest. Climate Change, Fire, and other factors could make this assumed scenario mute.

b. Stand Density and Fuels Reduction/Fuel Break- Fires, (stand replacement or mosaic)do not
usually originate in LSOGs but in early and mid- seral plantations. There are many references in
meDElSwmeneedfoerﬁngﬁnlb(eabinLSOGfomWhilehuild.ingﬁlelbfuksis
advisable and p 1 in early ional forests and plantations, it is not a good idea in
I.SOGfnmbmmeﬂmfomm(Mmleﬂufﬂmn)hmcmwdaﬁmmmﬁemm
that needs to be left alone. If the pl d fuels red projects by BLM and FS are in LSOGs
theﬁnrummoﬂhoseﬁuwhwddbewwmmmmﬂaddwedyeﬂedmdﬂnm
fragmentation that was discussed in the DEIS. The community of Trail Creek already has badly
fragmented forests. It was not clear if the planned removal of trees in that watershed would be
mlylnthempelm:comdornmndleedpsof;torbmh[ﬁhlsrcmmnhsu'ulymn:mm

bably justified. H ial bei d from

m.m.u.. ltls

tside the pi fo pri wuldnotheadwaahlaLSDGfmu&mdthespmesﬂMdepmd
onmemdobestwwlieﬁa]mMﬁmmukxsmuermnmamugmonmmefwﬂn
destruction created by the pipeline footprint. The process of implementation of these projects
would have a large infl on their or failure. Southern Oregon has a proliferation of
plantations and early successional forests that lead to fires. The little mature and late seral forests
that remain should be protected.
The destruction of these LSOG forests is another reason not to build the pipeline which will be
wvery little benefit to Oregonians except for porary jobs created for a small number of people
for a short period of time.

¢. The DEIS has made clear that mitigation for BLM and FS lands is distinct from the normal
NWFPpmjeots
d A ind Ri

i estoration -would not necessarily take place in the sub
mshedasihep‘pelmcmumg lhlsdmmtmmﬂwpmblmllmlmbwnmwme
pipeline crossing, even though creating habitat somewhere else may be an aid to the area in the
new location.

IND302-8

IND302-%

IND3O2-10

IND302-11

IND302

Continued, page 3 of 26

IND302-8

IND302-9

IND302-10

IND302-11

There is no proposal by the BLM or Forest Service to amend the
ACS guidelines. An analysis of consistency with the ACS
objectives is included in the DEIS in section 4.1.3.5 and in
Appendix J. The compensatory mitigation plans have been
designed to meet ACS objectives (see section 2.1.4, and
Appendices F and J of the DEIS). The mitigation actions
proposed have been tested and are known to be effective. These
actions will also be monitored and the compensatory plans are
designed to be "adaptive" so changes to the actions can be made if
needed.

There are assumptions in the NWFP that early seral forests in the
LSR system will mature to late-seral forests over time (along with
assumptions that natural disturbances like fire and insect
outbreaks will also occur) and there is nothing in the DEIS that
changes those assumptions. Although there are some early seral
forests in the matrix lands proposed for reallocation to the LSR
system, these lands also contain considerable late successional
forests. There would be approximately 10 acres of late-seral
forests added to the LSR system for every acre of late seral forest
that would be lost. So the mitigation is not relying on early seral
forests maturing into late seral forests to maintain the amount of
late seral habitat in the LSR system.

The 15 yr. monitoring report for the NWFP identified stand
replacement fire as the single greatest factor for the loss of LSOG
habitat on Federal land. The LSRAs for LSR 261 and 223 also
recommended fuel reduction activities to reduce the risk of loss of
LSOG habitat to stand replacement fire (see section 2.1.4, 4.1.3.6
and appendices F and H of the DEIS).

Mitigation has been designed watershed by watershed to
compensate for impacts that would be caused by pipeline
construction. Although some mitigation actions may not be in the
same subwatershed, viewing mitigation at a watershed scale is
consistent with the ACS guidelines (see section 4.1.3.5 and
appendices F and J of the DEIS).
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s
IND302-12 The short and long term effects of LWD placement are discussed
eMm?:m—m@smg-wl:;mmme&emmmrMI in the DEIS and placements have been planned both inside and
e L L s g gt it oo et il L outside of the pipeline corridor (see section 2.1.4 of the DEIS).

int or at other in the watershed or both pl. . .

. frees i SRS, IND302-13 Impacts on the Coos Bay estuary are addressed in section 4.4 of

B ENVIRMONMENTAL WMRIES the EIS. Jordan Cove provided its most recent wetland mitigation

1. WATER-The pipeline would cross 400 bodies of water including; Coos Bay, The Coos, plan in a filing with the FERC on February 17, 2015, and this plan
ille, U and Kiamath Rir and hundreds of tributaries f which F H

e T o e o e o e i would be reviewed by the Army Corps of Engineers (COE) as

part of the growing tourism industry in Oregon. part of its permitting process under the CWA.

L SMIBVAL. oraiioction; il chasgefls e sk an empaccadiiil il IND302-14 Potential impacts from pipeline construction on groundwater
possibly affecting the ground water and the chance of hazardous chemical contamination. This resources are discussed in section 4.4.1.2 of the EIS. Pacific
will affect marine life in the Coos Bay estuary. It could cause permanent destruction of bottom H H
Habita;shorelineroeion from hip Wl potsatl ik or tranding fo et s fo largs an_nec_tor developed a Groundwater Supply Monitoring _and
vesscls; and or introduction of i pecics from ballast water. Also, the removal of 38 acres Mitigation Plan. We have recommended that the plan be revised
“mmm;ﬁmmm@’;’mfﬁmﬁmmﬁfﬁmh — to identify all wells within 150 feet of the construction right-of-
nature of this estuary and bay will not be replaced by creating wetlands somewhere eise. These way, and outline measures to protect those wells, or mitigate
issues were discussed briefly in the DEIS but were dismissed due to proposed mitigation .
measures that were supposed to “fix it” after the fact. ImpaCtS.

PIPELINE-Duc to the varied terrain that the pipeline will , various aquifers and . . .
ground water deposits such as wells and springs could be affected. These were discussed in detail [, . IND302-15 It is not guesswork. We have monitored many projects where
but little emphasis laced on impacts to these systems, Loss of ground water during the : H
o, nf,h,s“;;;m e mmmtyj‘;m Samardscl s splllis. topographic contours were reestablished.

e L e e i pe Y IND302-16 We disagree. The EIS clearly identifies the hydrostatic test water
e o pupyly s o el mommes: Sblomres Hinlle et ey i aee] discharge locations (see table D3 in appendix D).
’No.i'mw-.’emlisj}kxua, dy are anticiy  from construction ar operation of the

Pipeline and abovegr d facilities b disturb would be temporary, erosion controls

mddbempkmedﬂirmfwfgmuudcmbmwu!db«mfwn&dnsdawmpmmmﬂudm IND302-15

conditions as possible, and the right-of-way ! ion of Pacific C 's

ECRP and our Plan and Procedures would limit .'mqmm:ﬁ-\omoommmnon

resources. Our review indicales that potential effects to drinking water wells are unlikely and

would be mitigated if they occur. " (DEIS-pg. 4-356) This type of statement is repeated

throughout the document for various activities. It is guesswork regardless of the listed

precautions. You cannot return natural contours to their original state. There is always a

int

(2) Hydrostatic Testing uses a lot of water-all water sources coming from the State,

municipalities, and local water sources. We are currently experiencing drought conditions

in this state and this water could be needed for other purposes. The discharge sites for this | "**%%"%

system were unclearly stated and could be another infringement on forest habitat.
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b. -
Water quality limited streams predominate on the entire pipeline route where stream crossings
are to take place. No amount of permits or BMPs can change or minimize this problem to
actually make a difference where Riparian vegetation is removed and sediment is added. Table
4.4,22-3 speaks for itself. It is impossible to do this project without severe effects to bodies of
water where the pipeline crosses. Drinking water sources and points of diversion will be
impacted.

(1) Riparian Reserves-Statements like this are repeated throughout this section of the
document: “because of the linear characteristic of the pipeline, the Riparian Reserve crossings
would be spread out across the landscape and would be discontinuous” The loss of small
amounts of Riparian zones for each stream crossing add up to a total effect on the landscape even
thoughu:leylredlmnwbd. The importance of Riparian Reserves for individual streams is

ighout the ACS objectives of the NWFP. Riparian Reserves given in percentages
mmﬂmnglcss The condition in terms of soils and streams in the various locations of the
project can have the most impact.

(2) Endangered/S&M species- Waiving protection for these seems to be routine by the

Agencies. These species cannot be d like the pipeline and the pt to create

habitat elsewhere while admirable, is experimental and may or may not work. There will

be considerable take for these species. Many areas along the route in surface water
streams are prime Coho habitat.

(3) Wetlands- most important is the Coos Bay Estuary

High quality wetlands were not clearly defined

IND302:17

IND302-18

IND302-19

A Few Areas of Concern:
Coos Bay Terminal/Estuary- This is an extremely complex system that could go wrong in
many areas including dredging to disposal of storm water and chemical runoff. Numerous plans
exist to mitigate and modify any problems with the and maintenance of this system.
However, many things could still go wrong. Even though the bay is “water quality limited”, a
complex system of marine life exists in a unique estuary environment. This is classified as a high
quality wetland. Ballast water could introduce invasive species into the bay. This plan changes
the current environment into a permanent high level industrial zone that is required by a major
pom[tmﬂnmmmmmanmrmmqulsmmbhm[tlsalsoluna‘lndmanemﬂlth
subduction zone making the ial fora
Haynuhlﬂ-meofopmmkemhmgoouldcreatepmblemsﬂwfaﬂdmﬂwmgwould
only take a few weeks ignores the point that many species could be lost during this time period.
Coquille River Watershed (all forks)-Loss ofm'pmnn Reserves
Myrtle Creek Wi hed-landslid dible soils/ d.lmmy
Days Creel/South Umpqgua Watershed-limited ivity to aguatic i density
eonn'ibmr.s to sediment whlch is the most limiting factor in Lhe watershed/extensive fuels

ion adjecent to the pipeline is mid seral and could aid in reducing fire risk
UpperanCrekW‘ shed/Isolated forest wetl ds could have impacts on water
tables/drought conditions persist at the present time/Mobilized sediments containing Mercury
from abandoned mines could cause risk/stream shade could be & concern/LSR fuels reduction in
the form of density management could create a fire risk in OG forests but is necessary in younger
stands/under bum could be beneficial/soils are highly erodible.

i & distinet ibili

IND302-20

IND302

Continued, page 5 of 26

IND302-17

IND302-18

IND302-19

IND302-20

We disagree; effects on waterbodies crossed by the pipeline
would not be severe. As the EIS clearly demonstrates, impacts on
waterbodies would be temporary and short-term. You have not
presented any data to support your claim that water sources or
points of diversion would be adversely affected.

Project-related effects on Riparian Reserves would be minor
within the context of watersheds crossed. The federal land
managing agencies assessed if the Project would impact ACS
objectives.

Wetlands are discussed in section 4.4.3. See the recommendation
requiring Jordan Cove to complete consultations with ODSL,
ODEQ, and COE and file a final mitigation plan and for Pacific
Connector to file additional information on how it classified high
quality wetlands

An open cut would add to turbidity; however, the pipeline
construction would be in the fall and winter when turbidity is
normally at its highest. Fish and other aquatic organisms in the
bay are adapted to these high levels of turbidity in the winter.
Additionally see response to CO39-49, 51, 53 and 54.
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Continued, page 6 of 26

The following watersheds would be most critically impacted

Trail Creek-This is a compromised landscape. The main stem of Trail Creek is scoured to
bedrock and the landscape has been heavily logged on highly erosive soils in the past. Structural
complexity has been greatly reduced. The area has a very high road density which has negatively
affected aquatic habitats. However, Coho still have high spawning rates in the watershed,
especially in the main stem where summertime temperatures in some reaches are high. Water
qwhtymdmpememlmmﬂusm& I was disappointed to learn that so much of
the pipeline will go tt h this 3 ﬂmugllnuﬁhroushtl'lemmnm[n'mm;

cllecklls(foraBIMhrnbersalepm]wt d the Envi g to
most criteria for healthy streams and fisheries, most were “Not Properly Functioning or At Risk”
with the possibility of maintaining the condition. Trail Creek WA states, “The dominant
disturbance factors affecting aquatic habitat quality in the Trall Creek watershed have been land
development, timber harvest activity and road building. These activities had had direct effects
on vegetation, is)drologmdnuge and erosion processes... " "In return these processes have
affected the following key ag quality comp stream sedis ion, stream shade,
Iwg\ewam&debrmamdﬂrmmfmdnm”
This pipeline could be the finishing touch on destroying this watershed as a functional entity.

Clay Soils-The mitigation measures listed for clay soils are subsoil ripping listed in the
document. This method does not always work as the wet clay forms a cement type substance.
Adding biosolids and other organic materials may help but the process does not always work as
planned. This is true of clay seils in general-and not specific to this watershed.

Fuel Breaks in LSOG forests will increase the risk of fire-not reduce it. The moisture
retained in that environment slows down the spread of fire. In mid seral and plantations thinning
is very important,

IND202-21

i can be a benefit if done properly. However, the footprint from
the decommissioned road will remain. This is better than not doing it at all but there will still be
evidence of a road.

Shady Cove/Rogue River/This is ised 1 with highly erosive soils.
Evmwrthﬂ:muungufth:ppelm.ﬂnsuammwﬂndmﬂlmmsonskm
banks and substrates. The effects of clearing not only depend on number of acres cleared, but the
substrates, and soils, and the stream channel being crossed. Again the large areas of fuel breaks
outside the project footprint in LSOG areas will make the area more prone to fire.

LT mali,

Big Butte C line to a rid
recpmedmmvednpnpehnemmemlomm?

p is a good idea. Will a new road be

IND202-22

IND302-21 Comment noted.

IND302-22 No, the proposed minor realignment in response to BLM's request
at approximately MP 131.5 would not require a new road. See
Pacific Connector's filed alignment sheets from January 20, 2015
(FERC Accession No. 20150120-5154).
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IND302-23 Impacts to riparian reserves and consistency with the ACS
m?m&k—%%mMMmmmmmwmw:mmw guidelines, including proposed compensatory mitigation, are
ot s oy e ey “mmmmmm:mw“‘“wm"m’“m“gohm discussed in section 4.1.3.5 and Appendices F and J of the DEIS.
gmnimkmw:lfgjfxmﬁmw‘“m"‘v:‘““ﬁxmwwf;'“?m N The condition of the proposed matrix lands being proposed for
which could compromise fish. Decommissioning roads is a good idea but will stillleave a reallocation including the location and amount of LSOG habitat is
e e ,‘mﬁm‘hmfﬁwﬁzm&mﬂﬂm discussed in section 4.1.3.6 and Appendix H of the DEIS.
Iandscape being sdded to the L3R classification IND302-24 Pipeline locations considered affects to many resources and route
Spescer Creek- This s & dry watershod on the cast side of the Cascades with  high road adjustments and designs have been modified to reduce impacts to
density. Th ji uld ire removal of Critical Habitat for NSO. Cutting i .
mh?ﬁw?smmnmw;mmMMMﬁthm?& key resources. Potential effects to the resources based on the
PP LIRSS S S TR s Roras ikt AWk B _— current alignment was evaluated including section 4.6.2.3 for
Rogue River Crossing- Drilling under a major river such as this, especially in an area where stream crossings. Potential for problems with drilling under
el oo s v peprrsriebgt e L aptlond e streams are low and detailed contingency plans are in place
pipeline should be rerouted to avoid critical Coho spawning habitat. should there be any problems which include agency engagement
Jordan Cove/Coos Bay/Haynes Inlet-addressed in other parts of this paper. shoqld issue_s a_rise (D_ril!ing FIuid_ Contingency .Plan for
e Horizontal Directional Drilling Operations). As stated in section
LSR-LAND USE CLASSIFICATION-NWFP 4.4.2.2, all stream crossings would be conducted during low flow
LSOG Foresty/Pipeline periods and in accordance with state permits.
O et e Teing et Cevt o ot e st e o e IND302-25 The condition of the proposed matrix lands being proposed for
is disappointing to see that so much of this type of landscape will be lost due to this project The reallocation, including the location and amount of LSOG habitat,
ipeli ill about 858 of LSOG and 854 f mid-seral forest. The i of . . . . -
E'};’;‘E‘f;}"ed“‘i'i’-a the central l fo tp imm;. This inc!udesﬁtelmbmkz_; is discussed in section 4.1.3.6 and Appendix H of the DEIS. The
e e e Do lands being proposed for reallocation are adjacent to or in the
:h:‘ :jm. will e ;em d m; . waled wr vicinity of the LSR lands that would be impacted by the pipeline
w;:mmmfs’?“*ﬁmm;m’““ym*w Hogfof mouneh Sog estatin and are expected to provide habitat for the same species found in
L WWM‘:K"“ dscap ’;{m’s e = the LSRs affected by the pipeline corridor. The lands proposed
the characteristics of an old growth forest. . for reallocation are comparable and have been identified by
e R agency biologists familiar with these landscapes. There would be
me? figuration of the sur g pe? Is it compatible with the LSR that no change to the designation of Tier 1 Key Watersheds as a result
4. Surveys should have been dane on the species present in these landscapes? This information of the PCGP project. The amount of "incidental take" associated
should be available through the ag with each listed species from the construction of the pipeline will
be determined by the USFWS and NOAA Fisheries in their
7 Biological Opinions. There would be no “incidental take"
associated with the land reallocations since habitat would not be
affected and would be put in a reserve allocation.
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IND302-26 Edge effects are discussed in section 4.6.1.2. As the DEIS notes,
:‘rm&ﬂfh;m;? pes being d by the pipeline are Tier 1 Koy Watersheds. How many the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young trees grow
6. How many endangered and late 1 species will be in the “Take” category due to mo30z:23 along the edge (page 4-541). There is no on-site mitigation for
m@*mwwwmsm(“mmwﬁmuwmf the fragmentation and edge effect that would be created by the
) maintenance of the 30 foot wide low vegetation portion of the
P Aoy el 1o B S Ao g g e W pipeline corridor. These effects would remain for the life of the
m%ﬁﬁuwmwﬁimg@wgmwﬁw@m& o pipeline. The BLM and Forest Service however have proposed
being worked with, more long term late ional forest is not produced by cutting more off-site mitigations such as road decommissioning that would
gg‘xw qﬁ%xﬂi&&ﬁf =‘ﬂs_ﬂ'ﬂ,“"" Jodoacln fae oo > offset some of these impacts (see DEIS pages 4-206 to 4-208 for a
new facilities that may adversely affect Lat i Rmrmsfmddnorbemmsdh'w discussion of this mitigation as it relates to reducing effects of
ok — gjeimtionrss public “:;g“wmﬁ‘mmpﬁg‘ggﬁmm edge and fragmentation). There is no proposal by the BLM or
a case-by-case basis and may be approved when adverse impacis can be minimized a Bioieen Forest Service to exempt the proposed PCGP project from
o o *?fﬂ”aﬁjﬂ"bf‘?“ﬁ}mm“’mm‘ﬂfm direction in the NWFP at C-17 for new developments in LSR. The
:f;smbmfwm(mﬂwm’b C-17 (See Public Interest under Purpose and Need- mitigation actions proposed by the BLM and Forest Service have
) been designed so that overall the impact would be neutral or
o : f‘j‘;‘g;”: 2 fﬁfmmﬁ:mmmmm“ beneficial to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat within
ﬁﬁ“ﬁmm&*ﬂmﬂ:ﬁmnﬂﬁim'm LSRs (see DEIS section 2.1.4, 4.1.3.6, 4.1.3.7, and Appendices F

e R e e es o
IND302-27 Only 67 acres (not 90 acres) of forest would be cleared from the
’°”"C%“ﬁ:ffﬂmh*xm“dwﬁxsg&ﬁm’mm““ Jordan Cove terminal. This would be a permanent impact.
xﬁ&mmﬂmmmrqnmﬁ mﬂmyﬂ:ﬂmtnli: hw";hwm;mmﬁs ND202:27 HOV\t/)ever, tal;en \évith:n the hcobntextI of watershec:dscale tﬂis wourl]d
Tt is cquestionable if netive species could reestablish themsefves, ! not be considered a large habitat loss. It would not change the
—— peses ecosystem. Jordan Cove would compensate for the loss of forest
Port Orford cedar-The root discase that sometimes infects these trees means that they by acquiring a total 102 acres of coastal dune forest at three off-
ﬁmﬁgﬁeﬂmmmmmmmmnmmmm site locations for preservation. The LNG terminal would mostly
be built on industrial or open lands. Measures to prevent noxious
weed infestations, or to treat an infestation if one already exists or
developments, are included in section 4.5.1.1 for the terminal

area.
8
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Mitigation Measures-forests
1. 1000 Acre Fuel Break- There are other references that point out that it has been shown that
fire does not devastate OG forests the way it affects plantations and mid and early successional.
forests. OG forests are moist and fire resistant and fire will under-burn large tree canopies.
Depending on the landscape and the forest ecosystem, the planned additional cutting for this fuel
break will make these forests more fire prone not less. The type of forest impacted should .
d:%ernum:fnwwldhehmmleaveasmuchuf!hclm:smn:samm]hnbmmﬁmdeoﬂhe

as possible. This fuel break could also soften the edge effect between the
mfmmmmmdmmﬂnum However, the effect on the forest
as a whole will probably lead to a permanently altered condition.
The storage arcas will contribute much more to fire regimes than OG canopies.
2, Integrated Stand Management- In areas of mid to early successional forests and in

um,ﬂusmhnveahmﬁunleﬂ'wt

3. Meadow Re The ion of this does not make up for loss of forest habitat from
mmmmofthuprpelme.%wmammmmmmfarmm/
4. Ground Based Yarding- Ground based yardi i  to soils and should
bcmmmmumplmud;msedmthenﬂs is the best I have seen. However,
whether the plan, as outlined is achievable is questionable. It is best to avoid ground based
yarding especially in areas with compactable or erodible soils.

3. ENDANGERED SPECIES/HABITAT

a. Terrestrial/Riparian Resources

The timeline for Forest cutting and pipeline construction in the spring, for most species
will decimate those species for several generations, The influence of the pipeline on all species
will be felt miles from where the pipeline is actually built. The document did not seem to take
this into account but downplayed this influence by saying that the narrow linear construction will
be confined to that area and into the edge. I think that the width of the edge, though discussed,
was underestimated. It might be better to change the schedule so that all cutting occurs in the fall
and winter-not just for NSO and MAMU. This will affect all the species from bats to mammais
and birds because springtime is when nesting and denning activities take place. The construction
and forest cutting schedule should be changed with this in mind.

Noise- This will be a constant presence once the project begins. The result will be loss of
the next generation of species that remain behind. This again speaks for changing the activity
periods to a different season.

mmmmmuummmwwaﬂemwmw
Assume that these landscapes will be Snag density is assumed to decline
M“ﬂu&hﬂnmwaﬂmmmmeﬁmkwmﬁmwpmhﬂymapﬂdm

b, Bird
The loss of all bird species is huge and an unacceptable loss.

Neotropical birds are of special concern because their habitat is being impacted in many
wvenues-not just Southern Oregon.

IND302

Continued, page 9 of 26

IND302-28

IND302-28

IND30Z-30

IND302-28
IND302-29

IND302-30

Comment noted.

In the context of watershed scale, the clearing of vegetation along
the pipeline route would not significant. It would not decimate
species for generations. However, the clearing of forest would be
a long-term impact, as it would take time for trees to grow back
within the revegetated work areas. It would be difficult to clear
vegetation in the fall or winter, due to heavy rains and snow.
Impacts on wildlife species are discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.
Edge effects are addressed in section 4.6.1.2

Impacts to LSRs and Riparian Reserves are addressed in the DEIS
(see sections 4.1.3.5 and 4.1.3.6 of the DEIS). Mitigation actions
including creating additional snags in LSRs and Riparian
Reserves is included in the compensatory mitigation plans (see
section 2.1.4 of the DEIS).
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Migratory sea and costal birds are facing the same constraints and will be further
impacted by the destruction of various types of landscapes at Jordan Cove.
. Raptors- Surveys should have been completed and nest sites documented along the pipeline
route. Tt is important to verify this. The recommended buffer spacing is better than nothing but,
considering the broad landscape of influence, might not help much.
d. Communication Towers- Three new towers will spread the pipeline influence further over
the landscape
€. NSO/MAMU will be discussed in another part of this paper.
f. Bats-The least that should be done is that surveys should be conducted to find out which bats
uunllywcupymmunmmm[tumpmmmkapbﬂpupmmshmmyaM]m
as few as possible t of their i for insect control. It does not scem that anything
mbedomwpmmpﬂmm&mmmﬂxmmbmmhhfecydesufﬂwwwm
will contribute to losses any time of the year.
£ Large Mammals-Elk are sensitive to human disturbance and will be stressed during the
winter. However, they are known to survive with human influence more than other species. The
amount of new forage created could balance loss of habitat. Spring clearing could affect new

generations,

According to the DEIS, Elk winter range would be protected in the winter except in the Klamath

where Pacific Connector has applied for a waiver.

h. Amphibians/Reptiles/Small Mammals

OG species that need darkness and moisture and stability will be most affected by this project.

Also affected are those dependent on water bodies and riparian areas. Because of the edge effect

and permanent changes, they will have nowhere to go that they can reach in a place where they

can survive. Completion of the project will take years and these changes will not be suitable for

some species. These individuals will not be expected to retumn to a changed ecosystem. Mobility

in this type of wildlife has its limits especially if there is no suitable ecosystem for them to move

to. “Less mobile wildlife species that are not able to move away from construction activities

during clearing and site preparation could experience direct mortality.

Proposed Mitigation M

project is likely to have.
1. They include replacement lands that can be used instead of the ones being used by

wildlife ly. These will i loss of most of the wildlife and birds that

currently use the area. The new p d areas will i new individuals. While some

as stated in the DEIS always underestimate the impacts that the

populations will not be affected IJy loss of large mn'nbem, others will be severely diminished
bnmsethﬂrpopulallonsareal@dym“ 1i i

is that only the lands
Thesphﬂcofmﬂmoefor]ossuﬂ]lbc

will be i

i y that has adap
waoemmammmofmdmmﬂmmasthesnubewmmmmxlmd,mlsnlsume
probability of chemical spills and gas leaks and general pollution. This must have a negative
effect on the wildlife that is part of that ecosystem. The assumption that LNG vessel marine
traffic would not cause significant damage to birds has not taken into account most possibilities
nfawdmtswnnmgwlnppm Agamih:smmmwundummmdbydwnﬂs

va: & erbicides llllmdmllonofnewmdwrymlllmmanew
g the use of herbici

IND302
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IND302-31

IND302-32

IND302-33

IND302-31

IND302-32

IND302-33

USFWS is responsible for enforcing the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act. They have been consulted on impacts to migratory birds,
including raptors. See the Migratory Bird Conservation Plan
completed in consultation with the Service. Potential impacts to
raptors are described in section 4.6.1.2 of the FEIS.

Methods for determining bat presence within the project area are
described in section 4.6.1.2, along with a discussion of impacts to
bats.

We disagree. Mobil species would relocate to nearby similar
habitats during project construction. We believe the acquisition
of replacement habitat would benefit wildlife. As mentioned in
section 4.4.1.1, Jordan Cove has developed a Spill Plan and Spill
Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures Plan that would
protect the Coos Bay estuary and wildlife from adverse impacts
and contain chemical and fuel spills. It is highly unlikely that
LNG vessel traffic in the waterway would have adverse impacts
on birds.
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ially if not applied properly, can have a long lasting effect on plants and animals, especially
fish. Whleltwmpnhﬁhgetnda[mmmmltlsﬂmmmmmﬂm
chemicals are a pervasive part of our current ecosystem with effects that are not always benign.
It is also important to consider the animals that will be using the area when construction is
completed. Invasive Insects can be an increasing problem. BMPs to avoid the potential spread
of aquatic invasive species and patk of are d if done § ly and

B & ey

4, Tr)qngmpn]lc.emmthelcngthaﬁlmplpelmcm]lbedrﬁil:u!lwﬂhllmlﬂi
such as the ag) and ies have. There will be abuses to the land from OHVs
and other human activities that could lead to increased fire risk and continued stream pollution.

5. Permits for a rumber plans such as the “Migratory Bird Conservation Plan” have not
yet been filed with appropriate agencies and government officials. Will these come rushing in at
the last minute to perhaps not receive the attention they deserve? These plans and permits need to
be finalized prior to the final DEIS release.

6. On pg. 4-515 the stat g the Subtask Working Group to develop habitat
categorizations for the Project in 2007-2008. "Pnc!'ﬂc Connector applied the same categorization
process outlines in the ODFW Fish and Wildltfe Habitat Mitigation Policy to both federal and
non- fmbml lands. In 2009 the ODFW arwpwed these habitat characterizations with some

", Those revisions were not d d in this di so it is hard to know if they
w:rcadapwd. Does Table 4.8.1.2-4 reflect those revisions?

7. Pg. 4-519-520- Table 4 8.1.2-6 is incomplete and says very little. It should be redone.

8. It was not clear if Table 4.8.1.2-7 refers to all individual birds or all species. If it refers
to species, the loss of individual birds would be much greater.

AQUATIC RESOURCES
JORDAN COVE

Coos Bay/LNG Terminal/Ships

This estuary is a unique ecosystem of mixing salt and fresh water. The organisms that live here
are those that use this unusual type of environment. Algae and Eelgrass create an important
habitat for many species to thrive,

SPECIES INCLUDE

Marine Fish/Migratory/ground fish and pelagic
Anadromous Fish/some “At Risk™

Shell Fish (benthic and epibenthic invertebrates)
Marine Mammals

Sea Turtles

Fadarall q
F

Many of these sp

LNG vessels could pose a threat to many of thesc aquatic specics because the size of the vessel
and the changes required for these ships to enter this ecosystem may not guarantee their survival.
Briefly some problems include:

IND302-34

IND202-35

IND302-36

IND302
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IND302-34

IND302-35

IND302-36

The applicants filed their Migratory Bird Conservation Plans on
February 13, 2015.

Those revisions were adopted, and are reflected in Table 4.8.1.2-
4. The only requested categorization revision was to not consider
mature oak woodlands to be Category 1. See personal
communication with R. Owens on Feb. 15, 2009 in Appendix 3F
to PCGPs RR3.

Redoing the table on 4-519 would not change the fact that the
information on local populations of these species between 1992
and 2011 is not available. The DEIS does not contain a table
4.8.1.2-6. We checked to see if the comment meant to refer to
4.6.1.2-6, which does pertain to bird species, but this does not
appear to be the table either. If it meant to refer to table 4.6.1.2-7,
then the response is that the table estimated the number of
individual nesting bird pairs, not to species.
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Dredging/Maintenance Dredging-The huge amount of material that will have to be removed to
make room for these vessels and the of dredging over the years will change
this y even though d ‘_',hastnhmplmmﬂlemmeﬁecﬂof&usnewprm
will take impacts to a new level.

LN uld happen and a fire could result even though this is unlikely

LNG Spills-co
|ﬂ@l Smlls-cwld and pmbauy will lmppe

mmm
Waves/Propeller Wash-If only a few ships were entering end leaving the bay this would not be
mur.h ofa problem Hw.ever with the heavy traffic, the loss of resident (especially benthic)

ion could be iderabl
3nitrai ¥ from Vessel Cooling Water Intake-this will release warm water
mmm.wmw,izwmmmmmmmm
that are part of the food chain, because the screens to block the intake of these organisms do not
meet NMFS criteria. Ships containing non-approved screens should be required to meet the
NMFS criteria. Many of the affected organisms are in the juvenile stages that are needed for the
next generation. Most of the loss occurs in common species but the affects could increase over
time because there will be numerous vessels and this will be a continuous process. The rating of
“no adverse effect” is a large assumption.
Storm Water Runoff-Terminal-All storm water Runoff should be disposed of in the sumps
because the full content of that water could be unknown.
Lighting/Acoustic Effects are expected to be minimal. However, considering the whole of all
other impacts they will add to it.

ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

1. NMFS has not yet finished consulting and giving its EFH or Biological Opinion. It was

unclear when that was exy d. FERC is supposed to be consolidating this process but it was

not clear what stage that the procedural process is in.

2. Food Web- Jordan Cove-

mmmmmammmmmmmmwummmmm
I of this ecosy so it will be d. Small i

o(samsmsmlmporﬂnimﬂlefoodchnncmddbalnst Plens:mnsuhrwefully the far

reaching impacts this project will have,especially when tracts of forested landscape arc

eliminated. Mitigation measures, although well ing, are not adeqy Again,

of positive nature do not teke into consideration all that could happen.

3. Haynes Inlet-

The two to three week construction period for the pipeline (maybe longer) will have considerable

impacts on the species that use this area.

a. Olympia oysters along the crossing of Haynes Inlet would be directly affected by
construction activities. There is a mitigation plan for this that involves moving the Oysters but
questions still remain unanswered. How will the Oysters survive the process of being moved
several times? If this plan does not work out, it was unclear who would be responsible. Again,
the assumption is “no significant impact” This could affiect other benthic organisms as well.

12

IND302-37

IND302-38

IND302-36

INDS02-40

IND302
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IND302-37
IND302-38

IND302-39

IND302-40

Comment noted. See section 4.4.2.1.

NMFS is not a cooperating agency on this Project. They are an
intervener. In a letter dated March 24, 2015, the NMFS provided
comments on the FERC’s February 24, 2015 BA. Both the FWS
and NMFS will issue their BOs following completion of the FEIS.

Information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is found
in 2.1.1.12. As noted in 2.1.1.2, the Port has already obtained an
easement for the channel for maintenance and operation. The
channel has been dredged for decades. The effects from dredging
for this project are addressed in section 4.4.2.1.

Olympia oysters are discussed in section 4.6.2.1. The DEIS
acknowledges that the Project may adversely affect oysters in the
bay. The pipeline effects and mitigation are discussed in section
4.6.2.3.
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b. Turbidity-Turbidity will affect not only Salmonids but the variety of marine life ,
vertebrates and invertebrates. The fact that construction will take place over a 2-3 week period is
an issue of concern. The DEIS seems to consider this a short time period. The fact that the
Eelgrass, that is vital to so many species, could regroup after disturbance is a matter of
wn;’m

IND302-41

womsukwtﬁldtcmeyemLfmmmnphmdnmt
wurkmﬂdbenﬂerﬂrcommcuonu plete and the

changed. ﬁemgammaﬂmchpmdmlh:s:plnmmdlhemoﬁhefmdchnmmlﬁchay
might be irevocably changed by then.

PACIFIC CONNECTOR FIPELINE

1. The pipeline will cross 2.5 miles of Coos Bay the ecosystem of which has been discussed
above.

2. Aquatic Habitat in Inland Waterways. (See earlier discussion under Land Use-Water)
These are cold water streams with Riparian Areas that are heavily forested. Most are small
streams but 5 major rivers will also be impacted. Resident cold water fish (trout) and
Anadromous Fish are part of these ecosystems. Some of the species affected are listed as “at

INDG02-42

risk”. Two are ESA listed (Lost River and Shortnose Sucker). ODFW evaluations are from
2005(ESA listed species not included). It would be interesting to have updated information from
ODFWahmnﬁsh.

IND302-43

Thshngmdegmdahmofﬂmhhﬂnlsndmmpossihﬂmbecmuwdddmseﬂn
channel over a long period of time thus altering the stream character and function so that some
fish species would no longer survive in that cnvironment. The changes to the Riparian arcas
would take years to recover, even with replanting.

a. Constryction Timing-In drought years many of these streams dry up and fish survive in
pools of water until the fall and winter rains occur. The time period between July 1 to mid-
September is a time in dry years, when many streams are dry. This should be a good time to do
construction except that fish surviving in pools are highly stressed and the construction could
affect them. This should be considered on a case by case basis.

Possible Considerations for these plans

1.Sediment and turbidity-addressed earlier-could be a problem for fish and aquatic organisms
trying to survive in drought conditions.

2. Water Quality Limited Streams with high TMDL ratings are becoming more common in
Southern Oregon. Pipeline crossings should not go through TMDL, 303(d), or water quality
limited streams.

3. As addressed carlier, drilling under major rivers could present multiple problems many of
which are discussed in the literature-i.e. frac-out. All processes for major stream crossings are
questionable at best and could prove disastrous for aquatic life if they do not work as planned.
There was a discussion on pg. 4-606 about the effect of a frac-out on spawning eggs and redds.
This process should never be done during spawning season. It should be treated like other
methods of stream crossings.

IND302-44

IND302

Continued, page 13 of 26

IND302-41

IND302-42

IND302-43
IND302-44

Turbidity caused by construction of the pipeline across Haynes
Inlet would have temporary and short-term impacts on aquatic
resources, as discussed in section 4.4.2.2 and 4.6.2.3.

The applicant will supply annual reports following planting,
which would occur the spring and summer after construction, on
status. The plan notes that actual contingency measures will be
based on monitoring data and site circumstances as they occur.
Additionally state and other federal permits will specify any
changes needed in the current plan to meet acceptable
environmental mitigation needs.

The State of Oregon has not released a new evaluation since 2005.

HDDs have been successfully completed under many rivers for
many other projects. The use of an HDD would avoid impacts on
a river and its related aquatic habitat. In the unlikely event of a
frac-out, Pacific Connector developed a plan that would protect
fish.
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IND30Z-45

mrqlhmnedsmam&nowrdmgmlhelngmtmpgm?lwwenmcmmssmm
this category.

5. Two new Temporary Roads will be constructed that cross fish-bearing streams. The methods
and locations have not been fully characterized-The road density of many of these watersheds is
in many cases, extreme. It is currently one of the main causes of sediment in streams. Many of
the roads involving the project are called temporary roads. Would they be decommissioned when
the project was finished or allowed to remain as maintenance corridors?

IND202-45

a the Secretary- Many new plans that are requested have
nmyetbecnﬁleiThsumpMmtmdshuldbecloselymmmedmdndhnmdw The time
has armrived for these plans to be filed.

IND3I02-47

7. Elevated Mercury levels from mining waste have been a problem in various watersheds and
rivers in Southern Oregon. The Cow Creek example could be multiplied and should receive
further attention. To assume that “overall adverse effects to fish from Mercury would not occur
with this project” is an assumption that requires closer scrutiny.

IND302-48

8. Vegetation Removal- cutting in Riparian Reserves on and off federal lands has been
addressed. This could be one of the biggest threats to the fisheries due to temperature increase.
In spite of the Mitigation Measures, this habitat will take years to recover. It could split the
stream and result in impeded fish passage. This could change streams from well shaded cold
temperature to maich those that exist in areas of grazing or other areas of human intervention.
Drought flow conditions (2013) could be the new normal with climate change making our
winters drier and warmer with less accumulation of snow pack and our summers hotter with
more fires.

This is not a good time to be removing vegetation from stream banks. Do not assume small
changes from these actions.

IND302-43

9. LWD- Placing LWD in streams is a good idea. Where would the wood come from? Would IND302-50
further clearing be required in the stream to supply this?

10. Hydrostatic Testing-This uses a lot of water during drought conditions. See pg. 4 for further

comment

IL Smmwy— Pg. 4-621-In freshwater, EFH for Chinook and Coho salmon includes habitats for
g, ion corridors (PRMC 2003). Components of the pipeline with the
| Iy affect de d EFH include removal of terrestrial and riparian
in-water pipeline construction increasing turbidity and sediment, accidertal spills
and leaks of i hazardous materials, and hydrostatic testing. Construction adjacent to EFH could
also result in increased storm water runoff and/or an inadh spill of hazardous materials,
wither of which could result in substantial adverse effects on EFH.
This is a complex project where many incidents could occur that would be problematic. The
mitigation measures, while well intended cannot possibly cover all probabilities.

' Tk T

P ial to

o]

IND302-51

14

IND302-45

IND302-46

IND302-47

IND302-48
IND302-49

IND302-50

IND302-51

Pacific Connector would implement measures during construction
across streams that would reduce the potential for erosion along
stream banks, as discussed in section 4.4.2.2.

Temporary roads would, as stated in section 4.10.2.1, be removed
and the land restored following use.

On February 13, 2015, Pacific Connector filed its latest analysis
to meet FWS guidance regarding stream channel risk (see
GeoEngineers PCGP Stream Crossing Risk Analysis Addendum
2015).

See response to IND2-8.

The effects of clearing vegetation for stream crossings, including
effects on temperature, are discussed in section 4.6.2.3.

The wood would come from clearing the right-of-way and new
roads, as well as other on-going forest management activities.

The DEIS does not state that the mitigation measures "cover all
probabilities”. The DEIS discloses the risks in Chapter 4 and
identifies appropriate mitigation. Impacts on EFH are discussed
in section 4.6.2.
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12. Mitigation Measures
The most important of these pg. 4-625 are:

a. Acquire conservation easements on private land to protect, or improve important
riparian habitats, particularly targeting streams containing listed fish, 303(d) streams, and key
watersheds. Thsmaybedlﬁcu]tsmeepwplemmmﬂyunhnppymdﬂfuspm’eu

pecially if it goes through their prop ltwnsmtclmnfthsmuldbepwple\\dmm
dueﬂlyaﬂ'uudwthsm:lmallmdwmmthcm

b.” Decommission roads and waterbody features fe.g. culverts, crossings, bridges)
rdmg"mdbyfkaBLMmdFmamiceMmm.fmggwmmdﬁ\rmmmmngwmmm
P bmeﬁu g lower road density, mih

of sedi i of fish i through culvert removal and
mdmt:mnfnpmmbabmfmgmemm (ﬂnlmwuldhenhngmmmeu)

c. Most Important-* Close roads that are not in use, which would reduce sediment runoff’
to streams; and stormproof roads (such as adding water bars, ditch cleaning, culvert bypass) to
also reduce fine sediment to streams and reduce the risk of road blow out, which could
contribute heavy sediment loads to streams. ™

d. OHV traffic will also be a new problem that will have to be dealt with. It is prevalem
in all watersheds.

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND OTHER SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Since many of these will be lost I will just list the ones that the project is “Likely to Adversely
Affect”. The changes to this ecosystem will have a devastating effect on fish and wildlife in
spite of the planned mitigation measures.

Federnlly Listed

Mammals/Birds

Fisher-This was a “not likely to adversely affect”. However, cutting in OGLS forests in the
springtime could disrupt denning affecting the next generation.

Marbled Murrelet- “likely to adversely affect” because of habitat being taken by the pipeline
both indirect and direct impacts are likely. The amendments being proposed by the BLM will
insure that these bird populations are diminished when they are already in trouble.

NSO- “likely to adversely affect” In spite of federal protection, this species is in decline.

1. Offisite thinning is not likely to enhance this bird’s survival because they need a closed
canopy. Juveniles take about 2 years before they can fledge. This leaves the species even more
wvulnerable. Killing Barred Owls is not likely to enhance the NSO because they live in the Edge
areas where NSO is vulnerable. The removal of so much nesting habitat will make the species
less likely to survive. Fire could certainly have an effiect on this species but the real problem has
been logging, roads and human encroachment into habitat areas.

IND302

Continued, page 15 of 26

IND302-52

IND302-53

IND302-54

IND302-52

IND302-53

IND302-54

The proposed acquisition of conservation easements cited on page
4-625 of the DEIS is in error with respect to conservation
easements for federal mitigation. BLM and Forest Service have
no plans to acquire conservation easements on private land. The
specific compensatory mitigation actions proposed by the BLM
and Forest Service including road decommissioning are discussed
in section 2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS. An OHV control
plan is a part of attachment 19 to the plan of developments filed
with Pacific Connector's 2013 application to FERC and OHV
control is also discussed in section 4.10.2.5 of the DEIS.

Based on comments received from FWS we are considering
changing our assessment of impacts on Pacific Fisher to “Likely
to Adversely Affect.” This would be reflected in a future
addendum to the FERC BA.

Comment noted. Impact to marbled murrelets and spotted owls
are discussed in section 4.7.1.2.
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IND302-55 Pacific Connector has developed a Fish Salvage Plan.

Fish IND302-56 See the discussion of tsunami hazards in section 4.2.1.2. See also
Cﬁo::‘&Inn-Suuﬁm Oregon/Northern California Coast ESU- “likely to adversely the response to IND1-4.
al "

This is a declining population. The damage being done to the Trail Creek Watershed by this
project and the Rogue River drilling will be a further threat as this is a major spawning area.
Trail Creck is already water quantity limited in the summer and temperatures accede what these
fish need for survival. Even though the pipeline will not go through the main stem, the sediment
and activities from a major industrial project could be limiting. The crossing of so many rivers
and streams could affect water quality needed for eggs and juveniles to survive. The dams
(although not part of this project) are also limiting for fish passage. Removal of dams in the
Klamath could be beneficial for fish in the long term.

Coho Salmon-Oregon Coast ESU- “likely to adversely affect”

‘This fishery is very important for not only tourism but the livelihood of many people. The loss of
this fishery would be catastrophic. The pipeline will provide some jobs but destroying this

fishery could potentially affect many more people. The reasons for adversely affecting this
species are numerous and listed in the DEIS (pg. 643-645)

North American Green Sturgeon-Southern Distinct P ion Segment- “likely to
adversely affect™

‘This fish occurs in Coos Bay and adj bodies and is idered lant there.
1‘hehfmjtkof&usﬁshmddbcdmupmdby&emedmdmdgm&mdmw
of the food supply.

Lost River Sucker-Federally and State Endangered-“likely to adversely affect”/not likely to
adversely affect critical habitat™

‘This fish is part of the Klamath that will be d by the pipeline. If stream and

Tiver ings don’t go as planned this fish could be impacted

Shortnose Sucker-Federal/State Endangered

This fish also lives in the Klamath ecosystem. The same parameters apply to it as to the Lost
River Sucker

Fls.hsuhug:upunummunhedomwmﬁllybypeoplewhkmwwhﬂﬂwymdoms
g and S g do not seem to be appropriate methods for this.

IND302-55

4. GEOLOGY/SOILS
Seismic-Related Hazards
Jordan Cove/Sitka Spruce Belt

The location of the LNG Terminal and related facilities on the Cascadia Subduction Zone
does not seem to be & good place to put a LNG facility. Even though seismic activity has been
low in recent years, the fact that it could start again at any time indicates plans for the location of
this plant might have been reconsidered. The expense of this and all the other funds spent on
securing the pipeline almost seem prohibitive even when LWD prices are high. Hydric soils in
this area show severe erosion potential from water and wind. Soil Liquefaction and lateral
spreading are also & distinct possibility should an earthquake occur. A ding to the DEIS, the
plant will be built to withstand earthquakes of all types. What about a possible Tsunami? R
Mitigation plans are in place but could they really take care of all possibilities? The question
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comes to mind-why build this facility in this area in the first place? Is there no more stable area
on the west coast? The DEIS claims that no LNG facilities were damaged in Japan during the
Fukushima earthquake. However, 1 am looking at a picture of a LNG/LPG storage plant in
Chiba, Tokyo Bay, March 11, 2011 cracked by the earthquake and ing into a fireball
that took 11 days to extinguish. For more information contact Oregon Sierra club/1821 SE
Ankeny St/Portland 97214/503-238-0442 EX 300. Building of this fiacility will change the entire
character of Coos Bay and surrounding environs in order to guarantee its safety and security.
There still exist chances for problems in the next 50 years. More permits are needed that Pacific
Connector has not applied for. Even though some of these soils are considered compacted from
years of industrial use, the soil types are not compactable.

Contaminated Sites

It is commendable that Pacific Connecter is willing to take on the clean-up of some of the most
comtaminated sites that exist on the property. This is important because of the permeability of the
soils would allow contamination to travel fast to a destination of significance. It is also surprising
that given the previous uses, that the site is not more contaminated than it is.

1. North Pacific Coast Range-

Landslides- This area has the most danger for rapidly moving landslides

It is also characterized by highly compactible soils with erodible potential due to steep slopes
indicating reclamation sensitivity. Unless the pipeline is located on a flat ridgetop, extra
measures will be required to keep the pipe in place. This and the Jordan Cove will be the
strongest place where seismic activity is likely to occur. The Coquille River shows areas of high
erosion and possibilities for high compaction. Disposal sites such as the Sandy Creek Quarry in
the Coquille watershed are problem areas that should be closely monitored. The fact that these
erodible soils can contribute to moving landslides would indicate that this site is a potential
problem.

2. Western Cascades-Siskivou-Trinity Area- Roseburg BLM/Umpqua NF/Medford BLM
(Douglas-Jackson Counties)

Seismic Activity Potential
The South Umpqua and Rogue River both have a high Liguefaction and Lateral Spreading

ial. It is i that this be monitored and the drilling plans be adjusted should this
stunumdcwlup.Itlsposslbleﬂntthemsubllrtyoﬂhesemdsmthmnmmmm
unsuitable for this type of crossing. For example, in the lmﬂ&ukwmshedm]mkmn(}nunty
which will carry a disproportionate amount of the pipeline, (for the size of the watershed) it is
important to note and investigate the slumps that exist in areas of soil instability.

| moz0zs7

IND302-58

IND302-58

Dominant Soil Types crossed by the pipeline are the Ruch-Medford (red clay) and the Medco-
McMullin complex (Jackson County) or some variation which are dominated by steep slopes.
These rocky soils have a clay component and are subject to compaction. Efforts to replant trees
after logging are not always successful. Permeability is very slow. Digging through this ground
might proceed slowly.

IND302-57

IND302-58
IND302-59

All of the west coast in the United States is subject to seismic
activity. This risk has not prevented development. Rather, local
building codes are designed to prevent or limit major seismic
damage. Chile, which has experienced major earthquakes, has
shown this is possible. The criteria used by Jordan Cove to select
its terminal location are discussed in section 3.3.1.

See our responses to comments IND51-7 and IND245-16.

Comment noted. The EIS includes requirements that the route be
surveyed for unstable areas and the pipeline routed and/or
designed accordingly.
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The Speaker-Becl Josephi plex- The Speaker-Nonpareil complex and others
mmMMngwgofmeDElSmMmmmDnWC‘mmymhghlynmdib!emd
don’t hold water. Components of these soils are clays subject to compaction. Potential puddling
can occur when soils are wet. The general problems with clay soils in Jackson and Douglas
counties is that the soils will harden and sometimes subsoiling makes the problem worse. These
soils are generally used for tree growing, although when disturbed can become very hard to work
m&Mﬁw@MuvmﬂmmhnMwlwsﬁeymmﬁﬂmmeu
&rasslopesmpeaud and clay comp are

Siskiyou often iated with the clay soils have some granitic components that
are highly erodible and tend to be on steep slopes. The hazard of water erosion is high.

At this time these soils are used for timber production and road density has contributed to soil
problems. These units can be subject to slumping and ground based yarding should be
discouraged. It was unclear if the pipeline will be crossing these soils.

Mine Hazards/Mineral Resources
The Thomason Mine site which is now inactive i d by the pipeline route on East Cow
Czeek.'ﬁweamounisofM:murthebeenfomdmﬂnsods This is something to pay
attention to. " Something else that is ms@nﬁmﬂ is rkuse six areas with county zoning that
gnizes the f ial for future | resource " pg. 4-279. Therefore many
lypes of extractive industries could have interests that conflict with the pipeline sighting. Pg. 4-
279. These are possible conflicts that could emerge in the future that should be considered now-
not just in the DEIS but by Pacific Connector and other interested parties.

4. Klamath/Basin and Range- Klamath Falls area has had some seismic activity. Pacific
Connector agrees to monitor this and devise a plan that would be completed prior to pipeline
installation. This would be better if it were completed sooner so that it could be evaluated by the
FEIS. It is important to impl plans with caution. It should also be noted that there are
geothermal leases in the area near the pipeline route. Some of the soils in this area are
Saline/Sodic meaning they have a high salt component. Seed mixes used to revegetate them are
specialized. Most of these soil types are subject to paction and have recl ion sensitivity.
In spite of this, many of these soil types have components listed as prime farm land. However,
the components that need to be added and the other restrictive qualities(seed types) mean that
this would not normally be a prime farmland area. This area was established as such years ago by
the federal government when it should have been kept as an important fishery. There has been a
mﬂwtoﬁmermmrﬂmemRmmu]oflhedﬂnsmﬂemhshnagamnaﬁsherymth
agriculture being a dary use.

COMMON TO ALL TRAVERSED AREAS

Channel Migration/Streambed Scour

Because this pipeline will cross so many water bodies, especially the major rivers, it is very
important to acknowledge this problem. The recent Yellowstone River incident magnifies the
chances being taken when drilling under major rivers and crossing smaller bodies by the methods
delineated in the DEIS. It seems as though care has been taken to acknowledge these potential
problems but what will be lost if it does not work is extremely valuable to the people of Southern
Oregon.

IND30Z-60

IND302-81

IND3O2-62

IND302-63

Final EIS

IND301 Continued, page 18 of 26

IND302-60 Soil limitations along the pipeline route are discussed in section
4.3.2 of the EIS.

IND302-61 See response to IND2-8.

IND302-62 Seismic activity in the Klamath Basin, and measures Pacific
Connector would implement to protect its pipeline are discussed
in section 4.2.2.2.

IND302-63 The incident at the Yellowstone River involved an old oil

pipeline, not regulated by the FERC. New welded steel FERC
regulated pipelines are not likely to break or leak, as discussed in
section 4.13. The potential for stream scour is discussed in
sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.4.2.2.
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IND302-64 Blasting along the pipeline route is discussed in section 4.2.2.5.
thnnlShu
These i TEWAS, sites for d ial, and other areas
MPmﬁchmwﬁmfwﬂwmwthanosdmmbeofmmmm
company as is the cleanup of the Jordan Cove area. State and Federal agencies should monitor
this process and the permitting process should be complied with. This of course, increases the
pipeline footprint. The Sandy Creek Quarry in the Coquille watershed has been mentioned
gbove. Jackson County also has quarries that have mining waste. Some are being reclaimed.

Blasting

Any place with igneous rock would have the potential for the ity for blasting. I A |

high potential could apply to parts of all areas except the Coast Range. Pre-blasting inspections

are especially important with written reports must be provided to private land owners. A Federal

process for this is probably already in place. These documents must be able to have standing ina | IN0302-64
court of law and the land owner must have ready access to redress. Wells and water supplies

should be given priority within 500 ft.-not 200. Do not count on the effects being temporary

(although they may be). Changes in aquifers and water courses can be long term.

Compaction Potential

The clay soil types have this problem and are hard to work with because the soil becomes
hardened with moisture. Heavy equipment and roads both contribute to this problem. Soil
ripping and related p will not ily solve the problem. BLM has been dealing with
this problem in forest projects for many years and has begun to develop new types of equipment
that will ameliorate this condition to some extent. Regardless of all mitigation measures, when
clay soils get wet the problem will be repeated. The high road density on BLM lands has
contributed to this problem.

Revegetation Potential
This will be imp for private land

Restrictive Layer

Clays can develop into this type of material when they are wet and continuously compacted.
Many naturally thin profile soils fall into this category. The fact that 60.6 % of the pipeline
length falls into this category will make trenching slow and difficult.

Steep Slopes (greater than 30%)

Meny of the soils on these steep slopes in the Siskiyow/Trinity Western Cascades tend to be
erodible and shistic in nature often made up of decomposing granite. They do not hold water and
ravel easily.

Large Stones

With the exception of very large rocks, removal of stones from the soil mixture could cause

cnmpamngandmddlmgmmilsmthhlghchymmmwlmdmemmaybenddedm
this p fromb g severe. Using large rocks to block OHYV traffic is a good

mmmeymﬂpmbublyﬁgmeumamymgunmmdmdwuupmmm
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IND302-65 In section 4.3.2.1, under “Contaminated Soils” associated with the

Above Ground Facilities/Temporary Storage Yards would include Flounce Rock for 8 Pacific Connector Pipeline Project,” the text reads: “...prior to
ommnmncanmm Thmuamnmemmmanmusmlmckﬁnmmdmpopbmﬂ Itis . e . .
10t 2 tourist but an sttractive spot that does not need a conmunication towsr using that yard, Pacific Connector would further investigate the

the visual the timber sale the ic oi ; »” it Pfi
polluting the vi mﬂgmws,;‘faw ik P‘“P&";rm?m status of this site W|t_h the ODEQ.” In ad_dltlon, Pacific Connector
Coos County area are the only ones that could have prnble:mwﬂhnndymn]a However, developed a Contaminated Substances Discovery Plan.
The Coquille Yard ~MP 18.8 shows some serious | Asbests . . . . . . .
monmsmodoﬂmth:smmsﬂm“mﬁvﬂ-eerwmd This should be o325 IND302-66 Timber clearing methods, including yardings, are discussed in
checked again. It is important that Pacific Connector fully develop the plan to deal with this and -
other potential contamination sites. section 4.5.2.2.
Prime Farmland IND302-67 The DEIS in the section cited was a discussion of natural

This could be actual farmland being used in Agricultural production today or land that has since
been converted to other uses i.e. residential, livestock or timber. The DEIS states that no prime
agricultural land being used for this purpose will be taken out of production. This is important.

Access Roads- This will be addressed in the next section under Roads/Transportation

Federal Lands/Soils

These lands have mainly been used for timber production. Soils vary in accordance with location
as previously discussed. Many of these lands are being reclaimed at this time and many are still
used for timber production. Clay and/or erodible soils have not been treated well in the past but
awareness is starting to look at this issue differently in the agencies. Many are still classified as
having revegetation potential although tree planting continues with mixed success. Early
successional landscape should be a prime focus for fire as drought conditions take hold in

Southern Oregon.
Ground Based Yarding- The problem of the prevalence of ground basad. yarding mcthnds on
slopes below 30% continues to be i d by the ies. Although eq

l.hlssnllmm:mInhednpmﬁnedmeﬁodofya:dmgmﬂmwlmdmpmmoﬂm
criteria should enter into the judgment to yard by ground based methods. Many sensitive soils
should not be subject to this type of operation regardless of slope.
Fire is a natural part of the ecosystem for most of the areas being traversed by the pipeline.
However, the drought (which is part of climate change in this area) has amplified recent stand
fires that have taken their toll on fragile soils. DEIS-“High intensity fires and
rainfall have been the primary natural disturbance processes that affect soil erosion on BLM and
NFS lands in the profect area"” pg. 4-332. 1 would add to that- past logging and yarding methods
without regard for soil series variations.
Rain on Snow Events which take place at higher elevations in the Transient Snow Zane can
also turn roads into streams carrying with them sediment that ends up in streams and rivers. The
pipeline will cross a few of these areas.

Displacement and Mixing of soil
This was an interesting segment that should be taken into consideration by all the agencies and
land managers,

IND202-65

IND302-67

20

disturbance processes. Logging and yarding are human
disturbances. The DEIS discusses logging, yarding, and other
human disturbances, including effects on soils, on page 4-455.
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IND302-68 The Forest Service cumulative impacts paragraph on page 4-343
w@w S timber clearing on the corridor could have the imended was provided as part of a discussion on the proposed plan
purpose, Howeves, slash creates o hugo firerisk that Iogging operations have bad fo deal with in amendments for waiving detrimental soil condition thresholds on
g'eﬂpall:tmiﬁguﬁmlmmumwwm:w NFS lands. BLM soil standards are not exceeded and so there are
' ' no proposed amendments for waiving soil standards for the BLM.
s S ok e Proct arei wild By Bivé B T ol en Additional information regarding sensitive soils on both BLM and
mixing, displacement or compaction” pg. 4-337 is at least an honest assessment of the situstion | NFS lands will be provided in the FEIS.
when discussing effects on soils.
mlﬁmm;m;h;a;alm&‘ luded but nothing from the BLM was available. IND302-69 The total miles of road decommissioning proposed by the BLM

and the Forest Service is summarized in Table 2.1.4-1 of the

5. ROADS
Emﬂnughlhisinfmpnumw ghout the d nt, [ am including it as a DEIS.
e e e copey ot Honderalion g IND302-70 The EIS discusses fire regimes in section 4.5.1.2. Section 4.13

extremely high on both private and federal lands. These roads contribute to the sediment load in
our rivers and streams and to compaction and erosion of soils.
mwmymmﬂlluwwmmmjmmmonmmlwmm

that are i g of  number of roads on Federal lands.
RMMMW&MMW;WH&MMWM,@IMW;
footprint on the land that can be opened up again at any time. This is just a start for this process.
We need more of these roads put out of commission. It would have been informative to have a
total mileage of decommissioned roads for BLM and FS for the entire project.
OHlesmama)wpmblmmdwmtbestnppedbyJustpmmgupbmws A human
presence is often needed to Hi , the ies have little money to do this.

IND202-89

6. FIRE/FUELS

Fire regimes in the Roseburg and Medford BLM districts are a part of the natural landscape and

are intensified by hot dry summers. There are often periods of time when all heavy equipment

including chainsaws is shut down because of fire risk in forested areas. The Pacific Connector

schedule for much of the project is & Agpril and Not only does this schedule

conflict with bird and wildlife breeding seasons but it coincides with fire season as well.

Southern Oregon is currently experiencing a drought cycle in which winters are warmer with less
pMmardmmmmhoﬁeranddrmmﬂ:ngﬁmnﬂLThﬂmm with the

ion of Dx would be the best time for project construction except for Elk

IND202-70

winter range.
Wammmaqclenfh@hmmﬂw,mmmmmﬁmmﬂamﬁmm
Therefore it is not just project activities that create fire risk but the time of year and conditions
along the route. This was not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The fire break created by project activities would depend on the landscape it was crossing. In an
LSOG forest it could be detrimental due to the fact that mature OG forests tend to be moist and
fire repellent. The cutting of these forests would create a heavy slash burden and the exposed soil
would dry out causing increased temperatures and a drier environment, making the area more
susceptible to fire. Since the pipeline placement requires going through this type of forest, it is
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discusses pipeline standards to minimize fire risk to forest lands.
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IND302-71 The BLM and Forest Service believe that silvicultural treatments
Tors et i o O o ey L memwéw;@dgofm © such as stand density reduction, underburning, and pre-
ﬂi.inagg::;velyweliminmﬁymﬁi asmuchaspossi&nzshnephmuioma:esmnﬂl'ym commercial thinning would reduce the potential for large scale
targets for fire risk, it is important that these be reduced and trees be spaced iately. The i 1 i i i i -of-
TOAR St S i mmﬁuﬁmmh;ommmwﬂ? wild f|_res_|n _the region. Snag_replacemenF in the rlgh_t of-way
susceptible to fire risk. Slash is often left in the forest after logging, but this is a dangerous after pipeline installation would increase habitat for wildlife.

practice that should be eliminated. Cutting in Riparian areas could also have a detrimental
consequence for fire risk as well as stream health which has been addressed earlier.

Mmptln Mouﬂra
1.

ads This was addressed under ROADS. [t is important to note
ier, it to fire risk. It is important to
decommission as many roads as possible. Although the decommissioning process increases the
presence of sediment in the short term, in the long term it could restore the landscape to a
condition in which reclamation needs will be less likely. It still should be noted that the process
will leave a footprint for several years.

2. Conversion of Matrix Lands to LSRs

The advantages created by this will depend on the landscape condition of those lands that are
converted. This could be a long-term positive grain for forest health. However, it could also
mmmdmgmmehablmfordmﬁlqum]ny

anmhnﬂsnmmﬂ!ymhndsﬂnthnvcundemmmdmalmmyle Clear-cut, plantation,
and short rotation harvest. Herbicides are used intensely on these lands and streams tend to have
more sediment and fewer fish. These lands could benefit from being transferred to federal Matrix
classification under the NWFP and would provide more volume for the federal timber base.

4, 8i

If these projects take place in LSOG forests that are already fire resistant, there will be an
increased fire risk. Density Management of early and mid-successional forests will decrease
the risk of high intensity fires. Forestry projects, in the past have usually selected the larger trees
of highest commercial value and left the lower grade material. This type of management IND302-7T4
increases fire risk and reduces the long term productivity and health of the forest.

5. Creating Snags- [t is questionable if creating snags from healthy trees will enhance wildlife
habitat in the short term. In the long term, it could be useful. If the snags are in a remote
undisturbed area, this could be helpful. If they are close to the project and the edge, it is doubtful
if it will be used for the intended purpose.

7. SAFETY/ACCIDENTS

The possibility of accidents due to leaks and possible explosions are made more probable by the
lower safety standards approved for rural areas. The possibility of fires due to explosions caused
by leaks, are especially of concern in Southern Oregon when summer drought conditions are
highest. The concern about fire is rightfully expressed throughout the DEIS.
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IND302-72 See the response to IND1-5.

CUMULATIVE AFFECTS

1. Forestry-Ongoing timber sale projects by the agencies and private land owners will continue
to fragment the forests. As I have repeated many times in this paper, plantations are not forests.
In the long term, they may or may not become them. Thedivemityofanl.SOGfmmbe

duplicated by a plantation. Therefore thinning and planting, depending on the land: being
replaced will not replace the characteristics of an LSOG. Planlanomms]soﬁlepmandm
usually the first to burn and the longest to continue b B of the ltural nature

ofphnhuonslheynhmmqmmhmudeswmdmeﬂuuhdlwm]dhfemdﬁah The
mitigation measures listed in the document encourage this type of ecosystem management.
Thcclﬂﬂngnflﬂﬂﬂmfura“ﬁmhmak"n&l]nﬂmmﬁlydimﬁmMs
reduction projects of brush, and small di wood 1 are to be d. If this is the
wﬂmmm&mmmmwﬁmdﬁ:agﬁmaswuddkmﬁﬂmmﬂhq
have to depend on timber revenues for money.

2. Wildlife-The biggest loss from this project will be the destruction of T/E wildlife that is listed
because they are already in decline. The cumulative effects of the large scale landscape footprint
of this project plus the on-going projects that the agencies and private industry partake in will

mmewlmmewﬁcmmfwmmmm

other habitats are being idered is positive. However, even though some replacement arcas

might be repopulated, the lack of mobility of the original species i.e. breeding seasons for the

NSO will still make these losses severe. Fish such as Coho that are already endangered will have
& hard time with sediment, especially if the project is conducted during spawning season. Even
though Coho are not considered endangered in Coos Bay, the effects that would occur down-

stream from loss in that area could have impacts.

3. W

The changes being made in the Jordan Cove/Coos Bay Estuary are irreversible. This will expand
the industrial zone which will become the principal land use. Other projects in the area will
develop around this use.

The water crossings of the streams will also become part of the industrial zone. The fisheries and
recreation could diminish as a result of this.

Ascxptmedeaﬂmmthupaperwemmmnm I The use of
water that this project requires is irresp ids -nlh&Otlmummhnlgﬂculun:
might be diminished due to this.

4, ial Pri

Non Industrial Private Land
Most small private property owners that are impacted by this project are opposed to it. As a land
owner, I can empathize with these people. The compensation they are receiving is not worth the
loss of the use of their land and does not pay what the land is worth in commercial value. The
decrease in resale value is something they are stuck with. The use of “eminent domain” for the
right-of-way by a foreign company against American land owners should be illegal. IND30Z72

W-1184 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
20150211-0034 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 02/11/2015 " IND302 Continued, page 24 of 26
IND302-73 See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-3.
5. Climate Change
This issue is covered briefly in the DEIS. It is an important ideration when planning a long

term project. The IPCC report of 11-1-14 determined a need to reduce our reliance on fossil fuels
by over 80%. How will this massive fossil fuel project fit into that reduction? The changes being
brought about by climate change can be seen locally in the drought conditions that we are IND302-73
p ly experiencing and will continue to experience in the near future. Increased use of water
by “fracking” in the interior west could also have consequences. Rising sea levels could also
affect the Jordan Cove facility. For a project that will have a lifetime of 50 years, these are
iderations to take into

Thank you for allowing me to comment on this project and for your consideration.

Sincerely,

A s L fYen
SUSAN DELLES

2801 SYKES CREEK RI>
ROGUERIVER OR 975379771

sdelles@jeffnet.or
541-582-0632
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IND303-1 Comment noted.
IND303-2 Comment noted.
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< I alse urge ¥ e he ] ige Roule for
ine. AlLE h both are via opti i Lhat he Blue s
Ridge Route 1d be = more suitable region, less
parcels, and ahove all grealer lic safety ne

€ 41-404-102

W-1188 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150212-5091 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/12/2015 12:11:35 BM IND304 Amy Levin' Coos Bay, OR
IND304-1 The power plant is discussed throughout the EIS.
IND304-2  See the response to IND1-1.
Coos Bay,
Lot b IND304-3  See the response to IND6-1.
1 g a 420 M
n the four, 66, & . . . . . .
; e o e IND304-4 The Commission would consider the public benefit of the Project
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IND305-1 Comment noted.
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IND306 Don Canavan, Coos Bay, OR

IND306-1 The EIS concludes that significant adverse ecological impacts can
be mitigated. Project safety is discussed in section 4.13.

IND308-1
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IND307

Maryann Rohrer, North Bend, OR

IND307-1
IND307-2
IND307-3

IND307-4

IND307-1

IND30T7-2

IND307-3

IND30T-4

See the response to IND6-1.
See the response to IND1-1.

Keystone XL is an oil pipeline that is not regulated by the FERC.
Jobs are discussed in section 4.8 of the EIS.

See the response to IND37-4.
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IND307-5 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. See
‘ NO30T5 response to IND32-1.

IND307-6 Comment noted.

o work and creating high-pa
1 which is vast

o an abundance
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public interest and

make billions by bal

leny this project for the reasons enumerated above, ND30T7-8
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Ce-t

ORIGINAL

Ladies and Gentleman
February 5, 2015

The proposed pipeline is just about a disaster waiting to happen on many fronts. The 2018 FEB-|}I

environmental impact report is very vague and needs to be update with informpipgiglacks.4 1
will try to point out some my interpretation of the facts. I have read most of the Epvironment
Impact Report. e ¥

First on my list is air pollution. Then it mentions the present air quality in Eugene and the
surrounding area, but it does not predict how much and where this bad air will go. I live
Jackson County Oregon and recently we have had 10 days of bad air quality. Where will this
pollution go? I surmise that this air pollutants will not stay in Coos Bay or even stay in Coos
County or even the area around Eugene. You can lock at the prevalent winds going from North
to South.

My next big issue is safety. Has anybody looked at the pipeline break of namral gas in San
Brunc Calif where 8 people died and over 150 homes were damaged. This pipeline is going
through some very rural areas where nobody goes today. The issue is not this pipeline breaks or
not, but is when will it break? How many people will jobs because of a fire in these rural areas?
When there is a fire, how many fish and wildlife will be killed and then lose hunters and
fisherman which means less tourists. Also, the EIR does not mention the lass of wildlife due to
construction and then because of the loss habitat. When the pipeline breaks, what happens if it
breaks near homes like Shady Cove or Coos Bay? Also, 1 saw the map of the pipeline coming
with 50 feet of some homes. That-would make feel very nervous to live there.

Recently there was 8 small earthquakes near Malin,Oregon. These earthquakes were in the
minor category magnitude of 2.5 to 4.5. What happens if the pipeline breaks because of a
earthquake. Also, Coos Bay is in the area of the Western Earthquake Subduction zone. The
prediction is for a earthquake of 8 to 9.5. Could this pipeline survive a earthquake of this
magnitude? I have seen any mention of earthquake in the EIR.

Another issue with this proposal is to go under 4 different rivers at a depth of 53 feet. The
pipeline is 36 inches in diamater and this has never been done before. The EIR says they will
evaluate this procedure when they are doing it. This is kind like looking at weather map when
you are in the sky instead of looking at a weather map before you leave the ground,

Now, we all have witnessed what happened to the twin towers in New York City in 2001. 1do
ot see any mention of survival rate of the pipeline if a plane was to hit the pipéline or”
ligidification plant in Coos Bay either by natural causes or by a terrorists,

IND308

2

cevy- 143

118

IND308-2

IND308-3

IND306-4

IND308-5

IND308-8

IND308

Bruce Bauer, Medford, OR

IND308-1
IND308-2

IND308-3
IND308-4

IND308-5

IND308-6

The EIS is very specific and not vague.

See section 4.12.1.1 for detailed information on air pollution
associated with pipeline construction and operation. See section
4.12.1.1 for detailed information on air pollution associated with
the LNG terminal construction and operation. Note that
emissions would be well under federal air quality standards.

Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9.

The effects of earthquakes on the pipe are discussed in section
42.2.2.

HDD crossings of major rivers by pipelines at least 36-inches-in-
diameter have been done successfully many times before.

Safety risks from reasonably foreseeable events are discussed in
section 4.13 for the terminal, the LNG vessels, and the pipeline.
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Another issue of safety is the large capacity of the ships going to pick up the liquidified natural IND308-7  As discussed in section 4.13.6, LNG ships have been operating
Eln;e"l‘hewmmentsorFERGonﬂusssucthednmshmbnmhuihyet.wFERﬁmm‘ﬂlk A since 1959. The safety record is discussed in section 4.13.6.1.,
mf‘i,m“"mmmﬁm,ﬂmitisw‘lw,lmmtmmﬁm,mps Vessel Oversight in 4.13.6.2 and the waterway suitability in
would be equal to many atomic bombs. Does the Oregon coast really want a atomic bomb on 4.13.6.3.
its coast?
The nect fsoue is the Williams which i ad ND308-8  Employment is addressed in section 4.9.1.4. If a pipeline break
1 artnerin, anadian Versen . ey

S A e ey oyl i EomlF S e mmmc;'“"tm“ﬁ, did occur, cleanup costs would be the responsibility of whomever
inexcusable and this company should be banned from operating any pipeline with the USA! was at fault.
The next issue is the benefits to Southern Oregon. The tax issues would vary between 2 to 11 IND308-9  The proposed pipeline would transport natural gas, not tar sands
million dollars a year. That is good, but that is where the benefits end. The EIR mention 100 il
preferment jobs in Coos Bay and 45 more in Malin. Not all those jobs are full time jobs with oil.
e RS Dps s W ackig o pey A cleatipT T ol el | s IND308-10 The EIS (not EIR) discusses greenhouse gas emissions in section
up. A judge decided how much EXON is liable for the cleanup. Then will have the loss of jobs 4.14.3.12.

due to a fire on the pipeline. Oregon right now depends upon jobs in the tourists industry for
hunters and hikers.
If people do not come to this area, how many people will lose their jobs.

Another issue that the EIR does not mention is what happens when the tar sands runs out of
0il? What will become of the pipeline then? Do we just have a eyesore? Will the pipeline look | ™05
like Detroit with its abandoned buildings?

Another big issue is climate change which the EIR does not mention. The states of Washington | mosos 10
and California has been actively working to less carbon dioxide in the air which changing our
climate. Have seen the drought in California or the mud slides in Washington?

Last but not least is the eoonomwsof&us boondoggle proposal of a pipeline. We have a
Canadian company doing the n, 50 most of the workers will be from Canada. The
shipping of the liquidification nnturalgaswnllgomChma.Soaf‘ di

natural gas to China and Oregon takes all the risks. IdomtgelnwhythsCanndlmuompmy
want to this, unless it is pure greed with little care of Oregon people!

Thank You for reading and if I have made mistakes, please let me know.

’6’4&6@4‘.—

PO Box 1604
Medford, Oregon 97501
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OR/GINAL IND309-1 The Commission would not make a decision about this Project
HE THE age 1 of 7 until the Order. The EIS provides data to support the finding that
i Howard B. Paine significant adverse environmental impacts can be mitigated.
R i i s OO IND309-2 The DEIS analyses the Proposed Project, the project scope is

discussed in section 1.3 and 1.4. This is not an EIS on methods to
mitigate global warming.

February 5, 2015

Honorable Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Jordan Cove Energy Project LP Docket No. CP13-483-000
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline LP Docket No. CP13-492-000

Dear Secretary Bose:

Submitted herewith are my comments opposing the Jordan Cove Energy Project and
the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline.

Oregon has been my home for 83 years, the last 14 in Klamath County. I know Orsgon
well and have visited the Coos Bay/North Bend area hundreds of times. These proposed
facilities are bad for Oregon.

1. Fossil fuel causes global warming and climate change

2. High risk of earthquake/tsunami at Jordan Cove transport facility.
3. High risk of earthquake in Klamath Falls area.

4, Impact on endangered species

1 was surprised by some of the statements in your November 7, 2014 letter regarding IND309-1
the DEIS. You make it appear the Federal Energy Regulatory C i8si P this
development. FERC is a U.S. government agency that should take a nonbiased position
on this. How can you rightfully say these projects would result in some limited adverse
environmental impacts that would be substantially reduced by mitigation?

How does the FERC plan to mitigate global warming caused by methane release from IND309-2
this project? How are you going to mitigate noise caused by the 41,000 horsepower
Klamath Compressor Station? Cutting old growth trees in a dense forest cannot be
mitigated. There is no mitigation for loss of riparian vegetation along rivers and streams
that keep water cold for salmon and trout.
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IND309-3 Effects on listed species are discussed in section 4.7. The FERC

Docket Nos, CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000 Page20f7 will not violate the ESA, because we have produced a BA for the
- Project, to be reviewed by the FWS and NMFS, who will produce
'I'hepmpnsedpmje:twould impact twenty-nine federally endangered or th Biological Opinions in accordance with the ESA.
1g Coho Salmon, Lost River Sucker, ShnmseSucka OregonSpou:d
Fms,m; tbled Murrclet, Northern Spotted Owi, six species of whale and four species of IND309-4  See the response to IND1.
sea (=R

Land excavation, stream and river tunneling, riparian cuts, forest cuts, and estuary
dredging impact these species.

Yiolation of the Endangered Species Act
Proposed actions by the Jordan Cove Energy Project LP and Pacific Connector Gas
Pipeline LP violate the Endangered Species Act for these species:

1. Northern Spotted Owl

The continued existence of the Northern Spotted Owl is put in jeopardy by destroying
critical habitat. The only habit this owl has is old growth forests. The applicant proposes
to cut a 90 foot wide swath through these forests for a pipeline. This jeopardizes the
continued existence of this owl.

2. Lost River Sucker and Shortnose Sucker

The continued existence of the Lost River Sucker and Shortnose Sucker is put in
jeopardy by destroying habitat by a pipeline crossing of the Klamath River. Tunneling IND30S-3
under the river for a 36 inch pipe will release toxic sediment that has accumulated in the
river for hundreds of years. This toxic sediment will be consumed by the fish and they
will die.

3, Marbled Murrelet

The continued existence of Marbled Murrelet is put in jeopardy by destroying critical
nesting habit in old growth forests. Applicant plans to remove old growth trees for a
pipeline.

LCﬂnSaI-on
The 1 exi of Coho 8 is put in j dy by 1g streamside
vmummnwrsmdmmsmededtokeepdiemwldmrequﬂedbydnsmlmm

i i
FERC analysis failed to consider the danger this LNG facility will have on climate
change. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change determined that by 2050 we INDa0E4
must reduce reliance on fossil fuels by over 80%. Approval of this facility means it will
continue operating decades beyond that.

Canada has stated their purpose is to continue fracking and expand fracking, This
means they want to continue exporting LNG forever.
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IND309-5  See the response to IND89-4.

Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000 Page 3 of 7
The Jordan Cove Energy Project is secking state permission to release 2.1 million
metric tons of carbon dioxide and equival lly. Carbon dioxide is causing global
warming and worldwide climate change.

Global warming has caused ocean temperatures to rise changing weather patterns
worldwide. Here on the west coast we are having severe drought conditions affecting
food crop production. Officials say California’s drought could be the worst in 500 years.
See: EXHIBIT 1

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration reported: Over the past 50
years, global temperatures have increased at a rate that has not occurred for hundreds of
thousands of years.

This is what Environmental Protective Agency said about Global Warming and Climatc
Change: “Greenhouse gas emissions could cause a 1.8 to 6.3 deg. Fahrenheit rise in
temperature during the next century, if atmospheric levels are not reduced.”

See: EXHIBIT 2

A July, 2008 paper by the Natural Resources Defense Council shows the Westemn
United States average temy had i 11.7 deg. F from 2003 to 2007.
See: EXHIBIT 3

2014 Was The Hottest Year On Record Globaliy By Far. “Whar makes setting
the record of hottest year in 2014 doubly impressive is that it occurred despite the fact
we 're still waiting for the start of El Nino. But this is what happens when a species keeps
spewing record amounts of heat-trapping carbon pollution into the air, driving CO2 to
levels in the air not seen for millions of years, when the planet was far hoiter and sea
levels tens of feet higher*. See: EXHIBIT 4

M ethane Leakage

Leekage of methane occurs throughout the production, delivery and use stages of
natural gas. Unburned methane traps more heat in the atmosphere than any other fuel
duct. Also, methane is 1y toxic to b and wildlife.

This is what the Environmental Defense Fund said about methane leakage: “While it is
true natural gas burns cleaner than other fossil fuels, methane leaking during
production, delivery and use of natural gas has the potential to undo much of the green
house gas benefits we think we ‘re getting when natural gas is substituted for other fuels.
It is more than 100 times more potent at trapping energy than carbon dioxide (CO2), the
principal contributor to manmade climate change”. See: EXHIBIT 5

an LNG F: Coos
It is wrong to locate the Jordan Cove LNG Fac

end Earthquake Risl
ility where a full rupture of the IND303-5
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Cascadia Subduction Zone is likely. The most dangerous portion of the fault line passes

eight miles off the Coos Bay, Oregon coast. A Cascadia quake would cause a massive

tsunami destroying the LNG facility and causing a gas fed inferno. A tanker full of LNG

could be ripped from its shipping berth and grounded releasing a cloud of gas that would Lo
destroy the cities of Coos Bay and North Bend, killing everyone.

Scientists predict thousands will die from an earthquake expected anytime on US West
Coast. See. EXHIBIT 6

Per the Oregonian newspaper, June 26, 2014—“The region’s top seismic experts say
such & quake could violently shake the entire Pacific Northwest for more than five
minutes, liquefying soil, tossing massive structures off their foundations and sinking
entire sections of Oregon®s coastal landmass by several meters. They say, a mega-
thrust earthquake off the Oregon coast is inevitable. Chris Goldfinger, an expert
seismologist at Oregon State University said, “It should be an assumption that this will
happen during the lifetime of the facility. From my perspective, and the probabilities, I
would certainly have reservations about building one of these terminals down there™.

Oregon State University Cascadia study: “earthquake risk looms large.”
See: EXHIBIT 7

The Oregon Seismic Safety Policy Advisory Commission had 150 experts report ona
major earthquake hitting Oregon. That 2013 report warns that there is a 100 percent
channeofsmmmrquemdtsmnmiomring,mditconbem The last high

i quake in the Cascadia Subduction Zone din year 1700. Ithada
mamhldbbetme’:’mﬂ?Z Those experts say they are certain the next one will have
a magnitude higher than 8.0. See: EXHIBIT 8

A comparison could be made between the 2011 Tohoku, Japan earthquake and a future
Coos Bay/North Bend quake. The Tohoku 9.0 magnitude quake was 43 miles offshore
and had 133 foot waves hitting the island. It had such force that it moved the island eight
feet. The main difference between Tohuku and Coos Bay/North Bend is the Cascade
Subduction Zone fault line is only 8 miles offshore.

A Portland engineering firm GeoEngineers, Inc, a geotechnical consulting firm hired by
Pacific Connector Pipeline LP to evaluate geologic hazards did a report titled: Revised
Geologic Hazards Report. Tl'ustsanﬂmerptﬁ'umﬂntm mucem mentions
Klamath Falls. It says: “Two primary mech forg hguakes of design
significance exist along the pipeline alignment: 1} a major, reg}ona{ earthquake

{ with the Cascadia Subduction Zone: and 2) local earthquakes associated with
a hol spot in the vicinity of Klamath Falls.” Note—Their lengthy report is at:
.€0.C008. 0T, lanni -13-04/exhibit%2022 pdf
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IND309-6  See the response to IND-6-2.
Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000 Page 5 of 7 IND309-7 The vapor analysis is presented in section 4.13.5.3. FERC staff
Since the proposed Jordan Cove facility is in a tsunami inundation zone the applicant visited the proposed location for the LNG terminal several times,
believes creating a hill with dredge spills to elevate the terminal solves the problem. as mentioned in section 1.6
'l'beya].wobelievelhltdmandisdemeennng!lmresistliq?efwt_ianm_tdspn‘mdduﬁng e
R W N R Cou N Bt S T e e et — IND309-8  Information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is found
An earthasske and T in section 2.1.1.12. The Coos Bay navigation channel has been
car ]! Woul 1 mm,.[y <J -
up power plants. wmwmwmmﬂ@’gjmmofﬁmﬁm dredged by t_he CO!E for decades without apparent harm to th_e
gas would warm, expand and explode causing a massive fire. estuary and its marine life. The effects from dredging for this
Jordan Cove LNG Spill Impact Project are addressed in sections 4.4.2.1, 4.6.2.2, and 4.6.2.3.
FERC claims that since there are no homes within a mile of the facility, an LNG spill . .
vapor cloud o fire would be minimal. This raises a major question. Whmdgdm;% HDd IND309-9 The DEIS discloses the number of waterbodies that would be
m:’;;;’wv::ﬁcfmd;‘&“ - mﬁ;ﬁ%‘&mmﬁ“»m crossed or impacts (see sections 4.4 and 4.6) see the
recommendations that Pacific Connector file stream crossing
Jordan Cove Estuarv Dredging i i
FERC claims the massive dredging would not sgnificanly harm the stuary. They are _— plans and designs before the end of the comment period.
e IND309-10 See the response to IND307-5.
Pipeline
i in
Klamath County has many geological faults along the pipeline route,
In 1993 Klamath Falls had two major earthquakes with magnitude 6.0. Those quakes
caused two deaths and property damage of $7.5 million. Destroyed the Courthouse.
As noted above in the applicants GeoEngineers earthsquake study, they said, “local
earthquakes associgted with a hot spot in the vicinity of Klamath Falls.” They are
absolutely correct, there are many faults along the pipeline route in Klamath County.
The city of Klamath Falls is in great danger if the highly pressurized 36 inch gas pipeline
ruptures. The planned route is south of the city.
Plestias Croming 8 -
The pipeline will cross 400 water bodies, some multiple times. Tunneling under rivers
and streams contaminates water and destroys fish habitat. The Klamath, Rogue, IND303-8
Umpqua, Coquille and Coos rivers with their connecting streams are Coho salmon
spawning grounds.
Im to Private Landowners
Appmxlmmly 150m||u0fthe230nulep1pehnewvnldbﬂ«l]:‘lvﬂpmpu1y These .
d will be th d with t domain so that the pipeline can run through )
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IND309-11 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9.

. 3-483-000 - . . ;

Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000 TRREE IND309-12 Noise levels associated with the compressor station are addressed
their property. This limits property owners use of their own property, they can’t drill IND305-10 in section 4.12.2.4. There is no "pumping station" associated with
wells, use power augers for fence posts, and plant deep rooted plants. Cont. .

the Project.
Pipeline Rupture .. . ..
Pipeline companics olaim their pipelines are perfectly safc and never break. Look at IND309-13 The Commission would make its decision whether or not to
the facts: A recent Wall Street Journal review found that there were 1,400 pipeline spills i i ini
and accidents in the U.S. 2010-2013. According to their review, four in every five IHEICS-1 authorize the PI’O]ECt in its Order.
v areiacavered b local residen, ek omparics ety the IND309-14 The vapor analysis is presented in section 4.13.5.3.

Just last month (January 2015), five major pipeline ruptures occurred in the U.S., most
notable the 42,000 gallon oil leak under the ice in Yellowstone River. That leak made all
water unusable in Glendive, Montana.

Noise Pollution
The 41,000-horsepower Klamath Comp Station at milepost (MP) 228.1 is about
2.5 miles from the city of Malin and 4 miles from the city of Merrill.

Compressor stations run 24/7 and are notorious for causing noise pollution, Some can
be heard 5 to 8 miles away. IND309-12

At MP 196 the route map shows a “Pumping Station”. If this is a noise making device
it will impact nearby residents.

Conclusion

For all the reasons addressed above, these applications should be denied. The U.S. | IND308-13
should not be a party exporting a product that will cause more damage to the world
ecosystem.

Public safety is the top concern with the Jordan Cove facility. FERC has wrongly
downplayed a potential problem with a natural gas spill. They failed to consider the fact, |ND303-14
that coastal winds swirl constantly in this area. The spill vapor cloud would quickly
inundate both Coos Bay and North Bend, causing both cities to go up in flames—killing
everyone.

Sincerely,
<

Howard R. Paine

This |etter also contained several Exhibits that did not contain comments, so they are
net included here.
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IND310-1 The Commission would make its decision whether or not to
authorize the Project in its Order.

S R, bt SR IND310-2 The EIS does not make any determinations about public interest.
: See responses to IND1-6, IND10-1, and IND52-2.

Green energy is the futurs IND310-1 . . . .
IND310-3 The EIS addresses impacts on waterbodies in section 4.4.
IND310-2
bians on the planet now face n
13% of birds are similarly threat
v
IHD310-3

onsequently, the entire
running through the
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IND310-4 The proposed Pacific Connector pipeline route does not cross
Wagner Creek. On stream temperatures, see response to IND2-9.
IND310-5 Habitat fragmentation is addressed in section 4.6.1.2. See
response to IND6-1. United States energy policy is developed by
IND310-4 -
the President and Congress.
poinl Fragmen
Death by a 1000 cuts i pr
idst he sixth ¢
ssess our thinking about
g of your particular or
o ¢ e the purpose of your or
s but it's not the n-):! "r{ an v lue 'f/-: nc
"R Tt LEDARTADE. IS The EERQENSEY BRGKILY B hS REUN
ts, smhb he tranasition bo gresa
FERC"s ro
Johanna Harman
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IND311-1  See responses to IND38-1, IND307-5 and IND1-6.
C i': SIRY "\ i I IND311-2  Safety is addressed in section 4.13.

Grants Pass, OR 97527

mirml AN IND311-3  See response to IND309-8.
JETHLT IND311-4  See response to IND310-1.

February 1, 2015

Kimberly Bose, Secretary
FERC

888 First 5t. NE, Room 1A
‘Washington DC 20426

RE: Docket Numbers CP 13-883 and CP 13-492; | am strongly OPPOSED to the Jordan Cove Pipeline.

Dear Kimberly,

The Canadian corporation,Veresen, is asking for the power of eminent domain to condemn and
take the property they want to use for their Jordan Cove Liquified Natural Gas (LNG) Project
and for the profits they anticipate from exporting natural gas to Asia. About 90% of the
approximately 300 landowners who would be affected have refused access to the company,

thereby making the widespread use of emis domain likely. Use of eminent domain requires IND311-1
service to the public good, and a for-profit pipeline built for resource export would seriously
violntclhutrequimlmn,
Tlnmmmlmdfwnhmhgﬂyﬂ&nmsﬂcLNGwmks,mbcmgulhdmphMy | ND311-2
safe by Veresen, even though it would be built in an earthquak are

mmdmahm@mw&umﬂmmwknﬂofmmcm
dredging and pollution of the fragile estuary for terminal development would create permanent | IND211-3
damage to sea life and the coast environment.

These are only a few of the many very serious concems I and many of my friends, whose
property would be directly affected, have about this project. Please do not allow this LNG | IND311-4
project to ever come to fruition.
Thanks very much for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
- ’

Connie J. Harris
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IND312-1 Potential impacts from a future predicted earthquake and tsunami
Kimberly Bose, Secretary Commis : on the terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1 of the EIS. The
Federal Energy Reguiatory missi e H : :
888 First St. NE, Ren. 1A ﬁl!{?/ - Pauﬁc_Connector pipeline would not thrgaten the environment
Washington D.C. 20426 G f N A L and residents of the Oregon Coast. Safety is addressed in section
. 483 and CP13.492 4.13. The states of California and Washington have not turned
RE: Docket No. CP13-483 an down LNG projects; because only the FERC has the authority to
Dear Secretary Bose, | site onshore LNG terminals. See response to IND6-1 on fracking,
1 am in opposition to the proposed Jordon Cove LNG Project. Our coast ich i
lie, is i o N 2one. This pipeline would which is not regulated by the FERC.
greatly threaten the environment, and the residents of the Oregon Coast. Is IND312-2  See the response to IND307-5.
this perhaps why California and Washington states have already turned i i i .
down the LNG Project? Fracking is an unconscionable practice, and IND312-3 United State energy policy is developed by the President and
anything that increases the use of this form of mining contributes to the Congress
destruction of America the Beautiful. .
Further, I cannot condone allowing Canada the right to Eminent Domain in
the United States. This policy seems to allow citizens’ homes and public -
lands to be sold to the highest bidder; the far-reaching implications of such a
practice are worth serious consideration.
We need to be coming up with viable, long range plans for energy usage, not ' e
putting our fingers in the failing dyke.
1 am asking you, as one of our political leaders, to please use wisdom and
prudence instead if giving in to the pressures of greed and short- sightedness.
Please do not approve this propoesal!
Thank you.
Sincerely,
Hayward Webster
1501 Grays Creek Rd.
Grants Pass, OR 97527
W-1205 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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IND313-1 See the response to IND6-2. We address the comments of Dr.
' Havens in section 4.13.
The Democratic Party A

Of Dougiss County, Orogon o IND313-2  The Project is privately funded, and would be at no expense to the
P.0.Box 3t RRESTL AN12 American taxpayer. The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day

mmmigm e TG T period for comments on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

dan, 2, 2015 OR‘!Q;[«%:’._“!

Ms. Kimberly Bose,
Secretary FERC,
868 First SL NE, Rm1A

‘Washington DC 20426
Dear Ms. Bose;

Pieass acoept his letier of comment on Dockel Numbers CP13-482 and CP13-483, also known as the
Jordan Cove LNG Temminal and Pactic Connector Pipeline. We, the cifizens of Douglas County registered with the Democratic
Party have wrestied with this proposal for 10 years now. We respectfully request an additional 180 days to study and comment
an this DEIS,

On Dacamber 10, 2014 al Canyomdlis Oregon your representalive holding public hearing on these docket issuaes, Mr.
Paul Friedman, stated the reason the DEIS was 5000 pages was because is “actually threa DEISs rolled into one.’  In studying
this very dense and lengthy DEIS we are at the same time being buried in Cregon DEQ, Army Carps of Engineers comment
deadliness well. In addiion we alss have EPA hearing on & local super fund site, the Farmosa Mine.

As the issues emenge there is real evidence the EIS Is Inadequate ks iis study of the Impacts of tha subduction
earthquake that will occur just off shore of Coo Bay. Th In the Oreganian {January 16, 2015} of D,
Jerry Havens of the University of Arkansas and Dr. James Venary reise significant and disturbing questions sbout the modefing INEETE
used in this DEIS. The terminal itself is being constructed in the direct path of the subduction sarthquake off of the Oregon
Coast.

This s & life and death matier ko us locally but is aiso a potential calamity at great expense to the American tapayer
50 & [ittle more time for carsfully study seems reasanable. In light of hese long term impacts we respectfully submit the fima Emit
for comment now to close Feb 13, 2015 be extended. If this ia indeed three separats DEISes we deserve 90 days to study sach
one. Tharefors We respectfully request an addisonal 180 days 1o study and commant on this DEIS,

IND313-2

Gincerely yours,
m#ar-tb—#t_/
Ms. Loma Hayden, Chair
Douglas County Democrafic Party
cc. Pregident Barack Obama
Sen. Ron Wyden
Sen. Jeff Merkley

Govemor John Kitzhaber
Rep. Poter DaFezio
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IND314

IND314-1  See response to IND2-3.
IND314-2  See response to IND2-3.
IND314-3  See response to IND2-3.

IND314-4  The pipeline would be installed beneath waterbodies and is not

Ghting, T wouia | Moww likely to obstruct them. As stated in section 4.4.2.2, there are
St points of diversion for surface water use within 150 feet of the
construction work area for various uses including domestic uses

and fire suppression. Pacific Connector would consult with the

o312 landowner if the point of diversion could not be avoided and
identify an alternate location for the diversion prior to

construction. Should it be determined that there has been an

oSt impact on the water supply, Pacific Connector would work with
the landowner to ensure a temporary supply of water, and if
O3 14 determined necessary, Pacific Connector would replace the

affected water supply with a permanent water supply. Mitigation
measures would be specific to each property, and would be
determined during landowner negotiations.

IND314-5 As stated in Section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not
establish safety standards for pipelines; those standards are
established by the DOT. It is outside the authority of the FERC to
revise or alter the DOT safety standards. The DOT sets class
oaes locations for pipelines.

IND314-6  As stated in section 2.4.2.1, Pacific Connector intends to exceed
DOT requirements where possible, and bury its pipeline up to 36
inches deep in Class 1 areas with normal soils and 24 inches deep
in Class 1 areas with consolidated rock.

IND314-7  See response to IND2-3.
IND314-8  See response to IND2-3.

IND314-7

gnated shiftes,
1d lik
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